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To the Reader 


This book contains documents and other ma- 
terials telling of the Soviet Government’s efforts 
to ensure peace and security in the Middle East 
after the Second World War. 

The grave situation that has developed in this 
area during the last few years following Israel’s 
aggression against the United Arab Republic, Sy- 
ria and Jordan of June 1967 is closely followed 
by the world public. Interest is focused both on 
the positions of the parties directly involved in 
the conflict and on the attitude of the great po- 
wers who, as stipulated in the Charter of the 
United Nations Organisation, bear particular res- 
ponsibility for the preservation of peace. Natu- 
rally there is bound to be keen interest in the 
Soviet Union’s policy of active and consistent 
support for the Arab peoples in their just strug- 
gle to eliminate the consequences of Israeli ag- 
gression. 

This book is intended to familiairise the read- 
ing public with the position taken by the Soviet 
Union since the end of the Second World War in 
the struggle to maintain peace and security in 
the Middle East. It is based on official govern- 
ment documents, statements by Soviet represen- 
tatives at the United Nations and other materials. 
Many documents denote the Soviet Union’s stand 
on elimination of the consequences of Israeli ag- 
gression against the Arab countries of June 1967. 

This publication is motivated by the fact that 
of late imperialist and Zionist quarters have in- 
tensified their attempts to falsify Soviet Govern- 
ment policy in the Middle East, to distort the 
real nature of the Soviet Union’s relations with 
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the countries of that region. Even some American 
observers admit that it is impossible to obtain 
correct information as to recent history and cur- 
rent developments in the Middle East from the 
American mass media. 

The falsifications and distortions of Soviet po- 
licy in the Middle East are much in line with the 
usual run of anti-Soviet and anti-communist pro- 
paganda. A favourite tactic of ideologists and 
propagandists of imperialism is to identify the 
anti-imperialist struggle with ‘Soviet influence.” 
Therefore where the anti-imperialist forces and 
the national-liberation movement of the peoples 
are active and making headway-and in this they 
naturally have the support of the USSR and other 
socialist countries—a great fuss is raised about 
“Soviet influence” and a “Soviet threat.” 

The authors well-versed in anti-communism at- 
tempt to ascribe to the Soviet Union the methods 
and aims that for decades, and even centuries, 
the imperialist powers have employed with re- 
gard to the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin 
America. They assert, among other things, that 
the Soviet Government denies Israel’s right to 
statehood, that it is not objective about Israel 
which is forced to “fight for existence” in a hos- 
tile Arab world, etc. 

What do the documents and materials in this 
book show? 

First of all, they show that ever since the end 
of the last world war the Soviet Union has consis- 
tently followed a policy for ensuring a stable 
peace in the Middle East, for ensuring the secu- 
rity of all the peoples and countries in this part 
of the world. All through the postwar years the 
Soviet Government has actively and persistently 








sought to avert imminent military conflicts and 
to settle disputes that arise by peaceful political 
means. At the same time the Soviet Union has 
taken the position that attempts by the imperial- 
ist powers to use force and armed intervention to 
foist their military bases on the countries of this 
region and to involve them in aggressive blocs 
and alliances should be firmly rebuffed. 

The gaining of national independence and con- 

solidation of state sovereignty after the Second 
World War by former colonies and mandated ter- 
ritories, was a great step forward in ensuring 
peace and security in the Middle East. The So- 
viet Union fully appreciated and supported the 
efforts of the Arab peoples to establish and 
strengthen the state independence of Egypt, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, the Lebanon, the Yemen, 
Jordan, Libia, the Sudan, Iraq, Tunisia, Morocco, 
Algeria, Kuwait and the People’s Democratic Re- 
public of Yemen. 
, The Soviet Union rendered all-round assis- 
tance and support to the Arab peoples in their 
national-liberation struggle and their efforts to 
attain political independence and strengthen their 
national states. The Soviet Union has done much 
to defend the Arab countries and peoples from 
attempts by the imperialist powers to maintain 
by force or by threat of force their former privi- 
leges so as to be able to continue their economic 
plunder. 

There are a number of documents concerning 
the Soviet stand on the Palestine problem. It is 
clear from these documents that when the ques- 
tion of terminating Britain’s mandate in Palestine 
was being discussed at the United Nations in 
1947, the Soviet representatives supported the 
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proposal to divide Palestine into two states, in 
the belief that this would accord with the interests 
of both the Arab and the Jewish populations of 
Palestine, and with the principle of national self- 
determination of the peoples. The Soviet Govern- 
ment has also consistently supported the UN re- 
solution of December 11, 1948, as well as other 
UN decisions whereby the Palestine refugees, who 
had been evicted by Israeli authorities from their 
native country, were to be allowed to return to 
their homes and repossess their properties, or to 
be compensated for them should they not wish to 
return. 

In 1947, during the discussion of the division 
of Palestine some Arab representatives tried to 
becloud the Soviet Union’s position on that issue. 
In reply Soviet representative Andrei Gromyko 
stated in his speech at the plenary sitting of the 
General Assembly of November 26, 1947: 
“...we do not associate the poorly thought-out 
statements of some Arab representatives on Sovi- 
et policy concerning Palestine’s future with the 
vital national interests of the Arabs. We distin- 
guish between statements of this sort, made evi- 
dently on the spur of the moment, and the basic 
interests of the Arab people. The Soviet delega- 
tion is confident that the time will come when 
Arabs and the Arab countries will more than 
once look in the direction of Moscow, expecting 
assistance from the Soviet Union in their struggle 
for their legitimate interests, in their striving to 
free themselves from the remaining strings of 
foreign dependence.” 

There have been ample opportunities to verify 
the truth of these words during the more than 
twenty years that have passed since then. 





Throughout the postwar period, both before 
and after the Israeli aggression of 1967, the So- 
viet Government has come out in support of the 
legitimate, inalienable rights of the Palestine 
Arabs. At the same time the Soviet Government 
was opposed to those forces that tried to use the 
Palestine problem to aggravate tension in the 
Middle East and split the Arab peoples in the 
face of hostile imperialist intrigues and Israeli 
aggression. The USSR Foreign Ministry Statement 
ef April 17, 1956 said: ‘The Soviet Union consi- 
ders that in the interests of strengthening interna- 
tional peace and security the matter must be hand- 
led in such a way as to lead to a lasting peaceful 
settlement of the Palestine issue on a mutually 
acceptable basis, taking due account of the just 
national interests of the parties concerned.” 

The Soviet Union supports the just national- 
liberation struggle by the Palestine organisations 
for the liberation of Israeli-occupied Arab lands. 
Speaking in Baku on October 2, 1970, General 
Secretary of the CPSU CC, Leonid Brezhnev, said 
that the Soviet Union is against the attempts “to 
exterminate the detachments of the Palestine re- 
sistance movement.” 

The documents in this book make it amply 
clear that in its relations with Israel and her peo- 
ple the Soviet Union has all through the postwar 
period pursued a consistent, principled policy, 
regardless of any considerations of the moment, 
in keeping with the Leninist nationalities 
policy. 

In 1947-48 when the United Nations was dis- 
cussing the question of terminating Britain’s man- 
date on Palestine the Soviet Union advocated 
equal rights to national self-determination for 
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both the Arab and the Jewish populations of Pa- 
lestine and the setting up of independent demo- 
cratic states. Twenty years after that, on June 19, 
1967, Soviet Prime Minister Alexei Kosygin said 
addressing the special emergency session of the 
UN General Assembly: “Every people enjoys the 
right to establish an independent national state of 
its own. This constitutes one of the fundamental 
principles of the policy of the Soviet Union. It 
was on this basis that we formulated our attitude 
to Israel as a state, when we voted in 1947 for the 
United Nations’ decision to create two indepen- 
dent states, a Jewish one and an Arab one, on the 
territory of the former British colony of Pales- 
tine.” 

Accordingly, the Soviet Government estab- 
lished diplomatic relations with Israel and main- 
tained them until 1967. As is common knowl- 
edge, these relations were only broken for a few 
months in 1953, when a bomb set by malefactors 
damaged the Soviet Legation in Tel Aviv on Feb- 
ruary 9, 1953, injuring an employee and several 
members of the families of Soviet employees. 
After the Israeli Government had assured the Go- 
vernment of the USSR that it would not partici- 
pate in any alliance or treaty with aggressive in- 
tent against the Soviet Union, and that it would 
continue to search for the criminals responsible 
for the explosion, the Soviet Government decided 
to restore diplomatic relations. The letter from 
the USSR Foreign Minister to the Foreign Minis- 
ter of Israel of July 15, 1953 said that “Taking 
into consideration these assurances of the Govern- 
ment of Israel and the fact that it has declared 
that it is anxious to establish relations of friend- 
ship with the Soviet Union, and adhering to its 
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policy of maintaining normal relations with other 
countries and promoting cooperation between na- 
tions, the Soviet Government, for its part, also 
declares its desire to maintain friendly relations 
with Israel and deems it possible to re-establish 
diplomatic relations with the Government of 
Israel.” 

However, after Israel’s treacherous attack on 
the Arab countries on June 5, 1967 in violation 
of the elementary norms of international law and 
the resolutions of the UN Security Council, the 
Soviet Government was compelled to break off 
diplomatic relations with Israel. 

The documents in this book go to show that 
the Soviet Government has never come out against 
Israel and her people. But it has resolutely and 
consistently opposed the annexationist policies 
pursued by the Israeli ruling quarters through- 
out almost the entire period of Israel’s exis- 
tence. 

Such was the case in 1948-49 when Israel seized 
a good part of the territory, designated for 
the Arabs under the UN resolution of Novem- 
ber 29, 1947, driving away some one million Pa- 
lestinians. Such was the case in 1956 when Israel 
participated in the tripartite aggression against 
Egypt and subsequently committed repeated acts 
of aggression against the neighbouring Arab coun- 
tries. The aggression of June 1967 was thus a 
direct continuation of the adventurous course that 
the extremist Israeli circles have been imposing 
on their country throughout its history. 

It is this aggressive policy of the Israeli ruling 
circles that the Soviet Union has resolutely oppo- 
sed and continues to oppose. 

The Soviet Government believes that Israel can 
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and must develop as an independent state, as a 
peaceloving democratic state maintaining good- 
neighbourly relations with all the countries of the 
Middle East and not as a seat of war and aggres- 
sion. 

The documents also refute the argument exten- 
sively used by Zionist and Israeli propaganda, 
that Israel is forced to fight for national exis- 
tence. 


The falsehood of such arguments is all the 
more evident since Israel’s leaders, had they re- 
ally been concerned about ensuring the security 
of their state and people, would have known full 
well that the best way to do so would be to abide 
by the UN Security Council resolution of Novem- 
ber 22, 1967, which guaranteed peace, security 
and a right to an independent existence and de- 
velopment to all states of the area, Israel inclu- 
ded. It is Israel that is impeding the implemen- 
tation of this resolution, whereas the Arab coun- 
tries, directly interested in eliminating the conse- 
quences of Israeli aggression, are prepared to do 
whatever the Security Council resolution requires 
of them for the establishment of peace in this 
part of the world. 


As for the position of the Soviet Union, its 
legislative body-the USSR Supreme Soviet— 
again confirmed in its statement of July 15, 
1970 that “...every state in the Middle East has 
the right to independent national existence and 
to independence and security.” The Supreme 
Soviet then stated in the same document: “It is 
now particularly clear that Israel is fighting, not 
for her own existence, not for her own security, 
but with the aim of seizing other people's lands.” 
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The Soviet Government had every reason to 
say, as it did in its Statement of June 5, 1967: 
“Yet if there is anything that can undermine 
most of all the foundations for the development 
and very existence of the state of Israel, it is the 
course of recklessness and adventurism in policy 
which has been chosen by the Israeli ruling cir- 
cles today.” 

It would seem that Israel’s very geographical 
position would drive home to its ruling circles that 
only by peace and the renunciation of aggressive 
policies with regard to the neighbouring Arab 
states can Israel ensure its future, its place among 
the nations of the world. Those who really care 
for the security and peaceful future of the state 
of Israel and her people cannot fail to realise 
that a policy of hostility and aggression towards 
the neighbouring Arab peoples, a policy of involv- 
ing Israel in a prolonged, prospectless war aga- 
inst the Arab countries is far from promoting Is- 
rael’s security. 

The insincerity and falsity of claims that Isra- 
el is forced to fight for its existence is graphical- 
ly illustrated by Israel’s negative attitude to So- 
viet proposals regarding the implementation of 
the Security Council resolution of November 22, 
1967. As the documents indicate, these proposals 
envisage an extensive programme of measures 
to ensure the security of all states of this region 
and their right to live in peace within recognised, 
secure boundaries. As to the guaranteed boun- 
daries of all states of the Middle East, the Soviet 
proposals stipulate that the sides shall undertake 
concrete obligations to recognise, in accordance 
with the Security Council resolution, the imper- 
missibility of acquiring territory by means of 
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war, to respect each other's sovereignty, territo- 
rial integrity, inviolability and political indepen- 
dence. It is also envisaged that demilitarised zones 
shall be established along both sides of the bor- 
ders, that UN forces shall be moved into a num- 
ber of points and that direct guarantees shall be 
given by the four powers, the permanent mem- 
bers of the Security Council (or by the Security 
Council). 

But it is the Israeli leadership that is frustrat- 
ing the adoption and implementation of the So- 
viet proposals, thus preventing the establishment 
of a stable and just peace in the Middle East area. 
Actually the Israeli Government is stubbornly 
seeking to annex a number of Arab territories 
under the pretext of establishing “secure bounda- 
ries.” But today, modern weapons and modern 
means of their delivery being what they are, the 
real security of borders cannot be ensured by the 
seizure of a few score kilometres of land, but by 
the adoption of the above Soviet proposals, by 
guaranteeing, in accordance with the Security 
Council resolution, the borders of the states of 
this region, including Israel’s borders, along the 
lines existing as of June 4, 1967. 


The documents are arranged in chronological 
sequence. 

After the end of the Second World War the 
Arab countries began their struggle to rid them- 
selves of foreign troops. In 1946 Syria and the 
Lebanon and in 1947 Egypt, raised the question 





of the withdrawal of foreign troops in the UN 
Security Council. The peoples of Iraq and the Su- 
dan also voiced their objection to the presence 
of foreign troops. The Soviet Government vigo- 
rously supported the Arab countries in their just 
demand. 


In the 1950s the Soviet Government resolutely 
condemned the tripartite declaration (by the Uni- 
ted States, Britain and France) of May 25, 1950, 
directed against the national-liberation movement 
of the Middle East people. In its Note to the go- 
vernments of the United States, Great Britain, 
France and Turkey of November 24, 1951, the 
Soviet Government also opposed plans to set up 
a so-called Middle Eastern Command. These plans 
were designed to involve Middle East countries 
in the military activities of the aggressive NATO 
bloc and, particularly, to bring in foreign troops 
and set up military bases in these countries. The 
Soviet Government was also against the countries 
of this region being involved in the aggressive 
alliances of the Western powers and exposed the 
pressure being brought to bear on the Arab co- 
untries to involve them in such alliances. 


A large part of the documents pertain to the 
Soviet Government's efforts to prevent and curb 
the tripartite aggression against Egypt and to eli- 
minate its consequences. 

Prior to the armed attack by Britain, France 
and Israel on Egypt the Soviet Government took 
a number of steps to avert the armed conflict. 
These included the USSR Foreign Ministry State- 
ment on the situation in the Middle East of Ap- 
ril 17, 1956, in which the Soviet Government 
urged the parties concerned to prevent the mount- 
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ing Arab-Israeli conflict from developing into a 
military clash, and also the Soviet Government's 
statement of September 15, 1956 on the need to 
achieve a peaceful solution of the Suez Canal 
question. 

The aggression was vigorously condemned by 
the Soviet Government in its Statement of Octo- 
ber 31, 1956 and in speeches by Soviet represen- 
tatives at the United Nations. When the aggres- 
sors refused to comply with the decision of the 
UN General Asssembly emergency session the So- 
viet Government issued a stern warning to the 
governments of Britain, France and Israel on No- 
vember 5, 1956. 

The heroic struggle by the freedom-loving 
Egyptian people, supported by the socialist coun- 
tries and all progressive humanity, along with 
the resolute stand taken by the Soviet Govern- 
ment forced the aggressors to retreat. 

A number of the documents strongly condemn 
the position taken by the Israeli Government 
which tried in every way to delay the withdrawal 
of its troops from Egyptian territory and threa- 
tened Egypt. In the November 15, 1956 message 
sent by the USSR Prime Minister to the Premier 
of Israel, the Soviet Government opposed Israel's 
plans for annexing the Gaza Strip, the Sinai Pe- 
ninsula, the islands of Tiran and Sanafir in the 
Gulf of Aqaba, which had been openly proclai- 
med by the Israeli Government, and expressed 
the conviction that ‘‘Israel’s current policy, inten- 
ded to incite hostility to the Arabs and to suppress 
them, is really dangerous for the cause of univer- 
sal peace and lethal for Israel.” 

By their aggression against Egypt in 1956, the 
imperialist powers and Israel hoped to defeat 
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Egypt, to demoralise other countries of the Arab 
East and Africa, and to restore colonial domina- 
tion in these regions. 

The defeat in Egypt did not make the imperia- 
list powers and Israel give up their colonialist 
schemes with regard to the Middle East coun- 
tries. In 1957-58 they engineered fresh acts of ag- 
gression against these countries, seeking to 
strengthen their influence at any cost. The United 
States of America became especially active in 
those years. January 1957 gave rise to the ‘’Eisen- 
hower Doctrine,” which envisaged direct US in- 
terference in the affairs of the Arab countries, 
even going as far as military intervention. In 
seeking to cover up their aggressive policy to- 
wards the Middle East countries the US ruling 
quarters dragged out the well-worn invention 
about the Soviet threat to the Arab countries. 
The Soviet Government exposed the imperialist 
essence of that “doctrine” which constituted a 
serious threat to peace and security in that re- 
gion. 

That year there were numerous incidents of 
crude pressure and the use of force by the impe- 
rialist powers against Arab countries. In April 
1957 Jordan became the target of imperialist 
intrigues. In September there was the threat of 
armed interference in Syrian affairs. Later that 
year British armed forces attacked Oman and 
bombed towns and localities in the Yemen. The 
Soviet Government exposed these imperialist acts 
against the Arab peoples. 

In 1958 imperialist forces made another at- 
tempt to regain their positions in the Arab East. 
On the night of July 13 the monarchy was over- 
thrown and a republic was proclaimed in Iraq. 
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The declaration on Iraq’s withdrawal from the 
aggressive Baghdad pact was one of the Iraqi Re- 
public’s first foreign policy acts. The imperialist 
countries regarded the establishment of the Iraqi 
Republic and the withdrawal of the last Arab 
country from the aggressive bloc in the Middle 
East with open hostility. Their reaction was not 
long in coming. On July 15, 1958 the ships of 
the American Sixth Fleet entered Port Beirouth 
and landed marines on Lebanese territory. To 
justify this act of aggression it was hypocritically 
declared that the landing was intended to ‘‘de- 
monstrate the concern of the United States for the 
Lebanon’s integrity and independence.” 

Two days later, on July 17, British airborne 
units landed in the Jordanian capital, Amman. 

The Soviet Government voiced strong opposi- 
tion to that fresh act of concerted aggression by 
the United States and Britain, intended, among 
other things, to restore the reactionary regime 
which had been overthrown by the Iraqi people. 
On the Soviet Union’s proposal, the UN General 
Assembly convened a special emergency session 
in August, 1958. Its resolutions sought to ensure 
the early withdrawal of foreign troops from the 
Lebanon and Jordan. The intervention against 
Iraq was averted and the British and American 
troops in the Lebanon and Jordan finally had to 
quit those countries. 

The Soviet Government’s documents concern- 
ing the Anglo-American intervention in the Leba- 
non and Jordan point out that the Government 
of Israel had placed its air space at the disposal 
of Britain and the United States thus becoming 
a direct party to their aggressive activities against 
the Arab countries. 





The events of 1956-58 graphically illustrate 
that at that time the imperialist powers could no 
longer act high-handedly in the Arab countries 
and the Middle East peoples had true, and reli- 
able allies in the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries. 

It is noteworthy that in keeping with its Middle 
East policy in those years the Soviet Government 
not only rendered all-round assistance to the Arab 
countries in defence of their interests from impe- 
rialist scheming, but also put forward a program- 
me of action for consolidating peace and security 
and strengthening the sovereignty and indepen- 
dence of the countries of that area. 

On February 11, 1957 the Soviet Government 
proposed to the governments of the United States, 
Britain and France that a joint declaration be 
issued on the question of peace and security in 
the Middle East and on non-interference in the 
domestic affairs of the countries of this region. 
The Soviet Government proposed that in their re- 
lations with the Middle East countries all govern- 
ments should abide by the following major prin- 
ciples: 

Preservation of peace by settling controversial 
issues by peaceful means, on the basis of nego- 
tiations; 

Non-interference in the internal affairs of the 
countries of this region and respect for their so- 
vereignty and independence; 

Renunciation of any attempts to involve these 
countries in military blocs to which the great po- 
wers belong; 

Dismantling of foreign bases and the with- 
drawal of foreign troops from the territories of 
Middle East countries; 
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Mutual refusal to supply weapons to the coun- 
tries of this region; 

Promotion of economic development without 
any political, military or other stipulations in- 
compatible with the dignity and sovereignty of 
these countries. 

However the imperialist powers, intent on pur- 
suing their bankrupt policy, rejected the proposal 
of the Soviet Government. 


Many documents in this book trace the Soviet 
Government's efforts to prevent Israeli aggres- 
sion against the United Arab Republic, Jordan 
and Syria of June 5, 1967, to rectify its conse- 
quences and attain a peaceful political settlement 
of the Middle East crisis. 

Israeli policies led to a grave deterioration of 
the situation in the Middle East in the first half 
of 1967. Seeking to prevent the dangerous deve- 
lopment of events the Soviet Government pub- 
lished two statements even before the June aggres- 
sion, warning the Israeli Government of the dan- 
gerous nature of its policy which jeopardised the 
cause of peace and security in the Middle East. 

The April 26, 1967 Statement by the USSR 
Foreign Ministry condemned Israel’s attack on 
Syria on April 7, in which aviation, tanks and 
artillery were involved. The Soviet Government 
cautioned Israel about the danger of adventurism 
in politics and expressed the hope that the Isra- 
eli Government would not follow in the wake of 
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circles who, displaying political shortsightedness, 
were prepared to reduce their country to what 
amounted to a toy in the hands of external for- 
ces, thereby threatening the vital interests and 
destiny of their people. 

On May 24, 1967 the Soviet Government pub- 
lished another statement which said: ‘Let no one, 
however, have any doubts about the fact that 
should anyone try to unleash aggression in the 
Middle East he would be met not only by the 
united strength of the Arab countries but also by 
the strong opposition to aggression of the Soviet 
Union and all the peace-loving states.” 

But the Government of Israel paid no heed to 
the warning. On June 5, 1967 it unleashed a war 
of aggression against the peoples of the United 
Arab Republic, Jordan and Syria, occupying con- 
siderable territory of these Arab countries. 

In its statements published during the first few 
days of the aggression the Soviet Government 
sharply condemned the aggressor and demanded 
an immediate stop to the hostilities, and the with- 
drawal of Israeli troops from the occupied Arab 
territories. 

The Government of Israel ignored the UN Se- 
curity Council resolutions of June 6, 7, and 9 on 
an immediate stop to military operations. The 
larger part of the territory now occupied by Is- 
rael was seized after the Security Council had 
adopted its resolution on ceasing the hostilities, 
in violation of it. As a result the Soviet Govern- 
ment decided to break off diplomatic relations 
with Israel and on June 10, 1967 sent a note to 
the Government of Israel, stating that “it bears 
the full burden of responsibility for her perfidy 
and her glaring violation of the Security Council 
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decisions.” It warned the Israeli Government that 
“unless Israel immediately halts her military ac- 
tions, the Soviet Union, jointly with other peace- 
loving states, will adopt sanctions against Israel, 
with all the consequences flowing therefrom.” 

On the Soviet Government's initiative the UN 
General Assembly held a special emergency ses- 
sion in June 1967. It was addressed by USSR 
Prime Minister Alexei Kosygin who outlined the 
Soviet position on Israel’s aggression. As noted 
in the Soviet Government's statement of June 23, 
1967, that session marked an important stage in 
the struggle of the peace-loving states for speedy 
elimination of the consequences of the Israeli 
aggression. 

Some documents outline the Soviet Govern- 
ment’s principled political assessment of Israel's 
June aggression against the Arab countries. 

The Soviet Government worked on the premise 
that the June aggression was not a local conflict, 
not a clash between some Middle East countries 
on a racial or national basis, but the result of col- 
lusion by the more reactionary forces of world 
imperialism, American imperialism above all, 
against the national-liberation movement of the 
Arab peoples. It was a direct attempt to compel 
Israel to be instrumental in getting rid of regimes 
in the Arab countries that are for socio-economic 
transformations in the interests of the working 
people and are following an anti-imperialist po- 
licy. At the same time the June 1967 aggression 
exposed international Zionism and the Zionist- 
chauvinist rulers of Israel in their mad plans to 
create ‘‘Great Israel’, to expand Israeli territory 
at the expense of the neighbouring Arab coun- 
tries. 


The Soviet Union has consistently opposed the 
bellicose forces of imperialism and their policy of 
interference in the internal affairs of other coup- 
tries, including the Middle East countries. It has 
followed a policy of all-round support for the 
Arab countries in their struggle for freedom, in- 
dependence, territorial integrity and social pro- 
gress. The Soviet Government considers it of pa- 
ramount importance for the consequences of Is- 
raeli aggression to be liquidated as quickly as 
possible in order to prevent the aggressor from 
utilising the results of its treacherous actions and 
to bring about the speedy, unconditional withdra- 
wal of the interventionist troops from all occupied 
Arab territories. 

Other documents illustrate the joint stand of 
the fraternal parties and the governments of the 
socialist countries on Israeli aggression. On June 
9, 1967 the leaders of the Communist and Wor- 
kers’ Parties and governments of seven socialist 
countries stated their complete solidarity with the 
peoples of the Arab East in their just struggle and 
emphasised that if the Government of Israel did 
not put a stop to its aggression and did not with- 
draw its troops to behind the truce line, the so- 
cialist countries would ‘do everything necessary 
to help the peoples of the Arab countries to admi- 
nister a resolute rebuff to the aggressor, to pro- 
tect their lawful rights, to extinguish the hotbed 
of war in the Middle East and to restore peace in 
that area.’’ 

On December 2, 1970 the leaders of all War- 
saw Treaty countries again confirmed their readi- 
ness further to support the just struggle of the 
Arab peoples, including the Arabs of Palestine, 
against the imperialist policies of aggression in 
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the Middle East, for the liberation of the occu- 
pied Arab territories, for freedom and social pro- 
gress. 

In conjunction with all-round assistance to 
the Arab countries, particularly to those suffering 
from the Israeli aggression, the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries took a number of im- 
portant political, diplomatic and economic steps 
along with measures to build up the defence 
might of these countries. 

The Soviet Union supported the UN Security 
Council resolution of November 22, 1967, consi- 
dering it a good and just basis for settling the 
Middle East crisis. As is well known, this resolu- 
tion takes into account the two main demands of 
the Arab countries—withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from Arab territories and solution of the prob- 
lem of the Palestine refugees. At the same time 
the resolution obliges the Arab countries to 
recognise the territorial integrity, sovereignty 
and political independence of Israel and to en- 
sure freedom of shipping along sea routes. 

Addressing the July, 1969 session of the USSR 
Supreme Soviet, Foreign Minister Andrei Gromy- 
ko said that the Soviet Government believed that 
“the only reliable way would be to resolve the 
problem on the basis of the withdrawal of Israeli 
troops from the occupied territories, with simul- 
taneous recognition of the right of all states in 
the Middle East, including Israel, to an indepen- 
dent national existence and the establishment of 
lasting peace in that important zone”. 

In its efforts to attain a peaceful adjustment in 
the Middle East the Soviet Union took an active 
part in the quadripartite consultative meetings of 
the governments of the USSR, the United States, 






France and Britain-the permanent members of 
the Security Council. 

The Soviet Government took the initiative in 
outlining detailed proposals to promote a politi- 
cal settlement of the conflict on the basis of the 
Security Council resolution of November 22, 
1967. 

These proposals envisaged in. particular the 
following: 

The two parties to the conflict should state di- 
rectly and in no uncertain terms that they were 
prepared to carry out to the letter the Security 
Council resolution of November 22, 1967; 

The Arab countries and Israel should reach ag- 
reement through UN envoy Dr. Jarring on a final 
document which would stipulate how the coordi- 
nated withdrawal of Israeli troops and establish- 
ment of a stable peace in this region was to pro- 
ceed. 

The Soviet proposals stipulated the following 
sequence of important measures: the moment the 
final document, negotiated through Dr. Jarring, 
has been deposited with the United Nations, the 
parties are to refrain from any activity violating 
the state of cease-fire; the termination of the state 
of war is to be established juridically and the 
state of peace is to commence the moment the 
first stage of the withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from the territories occupied in June 1967 is 
ee (they can be withdrawn in two sta- 
ges); 

through UN envoy Dr. Jarring, agreement 
is to be reached on carrying out the other stipu- 
lations in the Security Council resolution of No- 
vember 22, 1967. 

The Soviet proposals assigned an important 


2n* 27 





role in the Middle East settlement to the United 
Nations. They envisaged, among other things, 
the participation of the United Nations and the 
Security Council in the solution or in giving gua- 
rantees regarding the solution of a number of 
specific questions pertaining to this settlement: 
supervision over the withdrawal of troops from 
the occupied Arab territories, establishment of 
the status of the demilitarised zones and guaran- 
tee of recognised and secure Arab-Israeli bor- 
ders. The Soviet Government worked on the pre- 
mise that it would be expedient to deposit with 
the United Nations the final document or docu- 
ments, and also that complete agreement would 
entail the endorsement or sanction of the UN. Se- 
curity Council. The United Nations’ active role 
in reaching and guaranteeing a Middle East set- 
tlement would inspire confidence that neither of 
the parties concerned would deliberately violate 
the settlement. 

Such, basically, was the gist of the Soviet pro- 
posals. It is well known that the Arab countries 
displayed readiness to accept them. Had the Is- 
raeli administration not frustrated the implemen- 
tation of that sound, detailed and feasible pro- 
gramme for an Arab-Israeli settlement, a just 
and stable peace would have been’ ensured in 
this part of the world. 

On November 4, 1970 the UN General Assem- 
bly passed a resolution expressing regret over Is- 
raeli occupation of Arab territories and recom- 
mending that the parties concerned prolong the 
cease-fire term for three months and unconditio- 
nally resume the contacts with the UN Secretary- 
General’s envoy, Dr. Jarring. This showed that 
Israel's obstructionist policy regarding a Middle 
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East settlement was being justly condemned by 
the world public. 

At the beginning of 1971 the situation was 
better than ever for reaching a political settle- 
ment of the Middle East crisis on the basis of 
the UN Security Council resolution of November 
22, 1967. Contacts between special envoy Dr. 
Jarring and the parties to the conflict were resu- 
med as the result of efforts by the United Arab 
Republic and the other Arab countries. For the 
first time those contacts acquired the nature of 
discussion of concrete measures for a political 
settlement. Dr. Jarring appealed to both parties 
to the conflict to undertake concrete obligations 
concerning the two key questions of the settle- 
ment-the withdrawal of troops from the occu- 
pied territories and the peace terms to be estab- 
lished in the Middle East. The United Arab Re- 
public responded to this appeal by stating its rea- 
diness to conclude a peace treaty with Israel if 
Israel pledged to withdraw her troops from all 
the occupied territories and comply with the UN 
resolutions concerning the Palestine refugees. 

Apart from that, the United Arab Republic 
agreed to ensure, within the framework of the 
political settlement, free shipping along the Suez 
Canal in accordance with the Constantinople 
Convention of 1888, as well as free shipping in 
the Strait of Tiran in accordance with the stan- 
dards of international law. 

Finally the UAR agreed to the idea of setting 
up demilitarised zones on both sides of the bor- 
der and stationing UN armed forces in some re- 
gions for the sake of maintaining peace. 

The UAR Government also proposed that in- 
ternational navigation be resumed in the Suez 
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Canal provided that Israeli forces began to with- 
draw from the Sinai Peninsula. 

In this way the position of the UAR Govern- 
ment created the kind of situation where all it 
needed was for Israel to declare its readiness to 
fulfil the obligations incumbent on her under the 
terms of the political settlement, the withdrawal 
of her troops included, in order to bring about a 
dramatic changeover to real settlement and peace 
in the Middle East. That prospect, however, 
did not materialise because of the Israeli Go- 
vernment’s declaration on February 21, 1971 that 
Israel would not withdraw her troops from all 
the occupied territories and would not withdraw 
to behind the truce line established on June 4, 
1967. 

Several of the documents speak of the Soviet 
Government's high appraisal and active support 
of the constructive, bold and realistic steps taken 
by the UAR Government. 

This book also contains the analysis of the si- 
tuation in the Middle East made by the 24th 
Congress of the Soviet Communist Party. The re- 
port of the CPSU Central Committee delivered 
by General Secretary of the Central Committee, 
Leonid Brezhnev, on March 30, 1971 pointed out 
that the position of the Arab side provided a real 
basis for solving the Middle East problem and 
that “‘the Israeli Government’s rejection of all 
these (the UAR’s—Ed.) proposals, and Tel Aviv’s 
now openly brazen claims to Arab lands, clearly 
show who is blocking the way to peace in the 
Middle East, and who is to blame for the dan- 
gerous hotbed of war being maintained in that 
area. At the same time, the unseemly role of those 
who are instigating the Israeli extremists, the 
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role of US imperialism and of international Zio- 
nism as an instrument of the aggressive imperial- 
ist circles, is becoming ever more obvious”. 

The CC report to the 24th Congress also noted 
that the longer the attainment of political settle- 
ment in the Middle East is delayed, the greater 
the indignation of the world public and the hat- 
red of the Arab peoples towards the aggressor 
and the aggressor’s backers, the greater the da- 
mage inflicted by Israeli rulers on their people 
and their country. 

The 24th Congress fully approved the Middle 
East policy of the CPSU and the Soviet Govern- 
ment and on April 8, 1971 adopted a special 
statement “For a Just and Lasting Peace in the 
Middle East’. The statement points out that “the 
Soviet Union will continue to support the just 
cause of the Arab peoples who suffered from 
Israeli aggression, to support their efforts in re- 
gaining their violated rights, to secure a fair po- 
litical settlement in the Middle East, and to pro- 
tect the legitimate rights of the Arab people of 
Palestine.” 

In this way the 24th Congress confirmed once 
more the Soviet Union's principled and consistent 
Middle East policy which it has pursued through- 
out the postwar period, a policy for establishing 
and strengthening a stable peace and security in 
that region. 

During this postwar period the Arab nations 
have had ample opportunity to realise all the 
consequences of imperialist policies, particularly 
the policies of overseas imperialists, who, in col- 
lusion with international Zionism and Israeli Zio- 
nist-chauvinist quarters, are hoping for a pos- 
sibility to begin a new military interference in 
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the affairs of the Arabs, so that it will be more 
convenient to strangle their liberation movement 
and plunder their national wealth. At the same 
time the Arab peoples see from their own, at 
times bitter, experience that in their struggle 
against imperialism and international Zionism the 
Soviet Union and the countries of the socialist 
community are their most reliable and loyal al- 
lies and friends. In vain are the imperialist and 
Zionist propaganda-makers attempting to arouse 
doubts as to the principled nature of the Soviet 
Government’s Middle East policy, a policy of 
ensuring and consolidating peace and security 
for all countries of that area. 





Soviet Government’s Notes to the Governments 
of France, Great Britain, the United States 
and China * 


June 1, 1945 


Mr. Minister, 

As instructed by the Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, I have the honour 
to inform you of the following: 

According to reports on hand, hostilities are 
taking place on the territory of Syria and the Le- 
banon. The French troops stationed there, are 
clashing with the Syrians and the Lebanese, gun- 
ning and shelling the Syrian capital, Damascus. 
Damascus is being shelled from planes. There are 
also armed clashes in other towns in Syria and 
the Lebanon. The number of casualties keeps 
mounting day by day. To make matters worse 
three of the above-mentioned states—France, Sy- 


* This Note was forwarded to G. Bidault, Foreign Minis- 
ter of France, by A. Y. Bogomolov, Soviet Ambassador 
to France. Notes of similar contents were sent to the go- 
vernments of Great Britain, the United States and China. 
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ria and the Lebanon—are members of the United 
Nations, and are taking part in the current confe- 
rence in San-Francisco. 

The Soviet Government does not believe that 
the developments in Syria and the Lebanon ac- 
cord with the spirit of the decisions adopted in 
Dumbarton Oaks and the goals of the UN Con- 
ference now meeting in San-Francisco to set up 
an organisation for ensuring the security of peo- 
ples. Therefore the Soviet Government holds 
that urgent measures must be taken to cut short 
the military operations in Syria and the Lebanon 
and to settle the conflict that has arisen in a peace- 
ful way. The Soviet Government addresses this 
proposal to the Provisional Government of the 
French Republic and to the governments of 
Great Britain, the United States of America and 
China, who were the initiators of the postwar 
organisation of the world and international se- 
curity. 

I ask you, Mr. Minister, to accept the assu- 
rance of my high regard for you. 


BOGOMOLOV, 
USSR Ambassador to France 


(printed from archives) 


From Speech by Soviet Representative 
A. A. Gromyko at UN Security Council on 
Presence of Armed Forces of UN Member- 
States on Territories of Other Countries 


September 23, 1946 


The question of the withdrawal of British troops 
t from Egypt has been of keen interest to the 
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world public for quite some time. 

I shall permit myself to mention just a few 
statements by Egyptian political and public lea- 
ders, demanding the withdrawal of British troops 
from that country. On being interviewed by 
Akhbar al Yom on May 18, 1946 Hafez Rama- 
dan-pasha, leader of the nationalists, said: ‘“Un- 
der the 1936 agreement Britain has the right to 
keep 10,000 men in Egypt. It takes only a few 
hours to evacuate them. If Britain has failed to 
demobilise her troops that arrived here during 
the war, we are not responsible. The fact that she 
did not demobilise these forces after the end of 
the war-over a year ago-indicates that she har- 
bourss no good intentions.” 

The Egyptian people demand the withdrawal 
of British troops from Egypt. There are frequent 
press reports of mass demonstrations in Egypt, 
in which tens of thousands of people take part, 
demanding the evacuation of British troops. Ac- 
cording to the press, a crowd of about seventy 
thousand gathered in a Cairo square on Febru- 
ary 21, shouting: “Get British troops out of 
Egypt! Get out immediately, or die!’ According 
to unofficial information, ten demonstrators were 
killed and twenty injured in a clash beside the 
British barracks. The United Press reports that 
the demonstrators, carrying the blood-splattered 
bodies of those killed in the clash, went through 
the central streets of the city to the royal palace 
and delivered their demand for the withdrawal 
of British troops to King Farouk. 

In all, some 100,000 to 150,000 people took 
part in the Cairo demonstration, including nearly 
70,000 who assembled in front of the Abadan 
Palace, to demand the evacuation of British troops. 








They declared: “You British, stop insulting 
us. You only irritate us when you publish such 
stupid communiques. Your so-called evacuation 
is nothing but a regular movement of troops 
from one town to another inside Egypt. We have 
not been impressed by your evacuation from the 
Cairo Citadel, nor have we been pleased with 
your last communique. We _ shall rejoice only 
when your last soldier leaves our country.” 

The Security Council, at the request of the go- 
vernments of Syria and the Lebanon, has already 
considered the question of foreign troops statio- 
ned on the territories of these states. The appeal 
made by these states to the Security Council is a 
protest on the part of countries where foreign 
troops are still stationed without any legitimate 
grounds. 

I shall cite a few facts denoting the situation in 
another country~Iraq-on whose territory British 
troops are stationed at present. 

On August 9 the Baghdad radio reported that 
“the Iraqi people are demanding the withdrawal 
of British troops from Iraqi territory. However, 
instead of complying with the people’s legitimate 
demand Britain has deemed it possible to intro- 
duce fresh troops into Iraq. How much longer 
shall our national sovereignty and public life be 
influenced by unjust foreign interests?” 

The Iraqi Sawt Al-Ahali wrote on August 5, 
1946: 

“Britain regards Iraq as a military base which 
she can use when she pleases, and she sends as 
many troops there as she pleases, under any cir- 
cumstances... The Iraqi people are protesting 
these acts by Britain as a violation of their rights 
and interests, sovereignty and independence, 





and threat to their national aspirations and de- 
mands, contradicting the elementary norms of 
international law, practiced in relations among 
the nations.” 

I believe the members of the Security Council 
are aware of statements and utterances of Irani- 
an political leaders, public organisations and 
press organs testifying to the alarm felt in Iran 
in connection with the presence and the increase 
in the strength of British troops on Iraqi territo- 
ry, in Basra, for these movements can only be 
regarded as a threat to the country’s indepen- 
dence, 

These examples can be supplemented by others, 
referring both to the above countries and to ma- 
ny other countries and territories. The facts ci- 
ted indicate the alarm felt by the peoples of those 
countries belonging to the United Nations, as 
well as of certain countries which did not parti- 
cipate in the war, but on whose territories troops 
of the Allied Powers are still stationed. Develop- 
ments in these countries go to prove that the con- 
tinued presence of Allied troops on their territo- 
ries may not only further aggravate the domestic 
situation there but may also have an even more 
serious, detrimental effect on the international si- 
tuation. 

All these circumstances considered, is it possi- 
ble to remain indifferent to the voice of the peo- 
ples of these countries, particularly at the present 
moment when the foundations are being laid for 
a stable and lasting peace? Is it possible to ig- 
nore their demands that an end be put to inter- 
ference by foreign forces in their domestic affairs 
and that foreign troops be withdrawn from their 
territories? Finally, is it possible to ignore the 
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complications that arise in relations among the 
states, caused by the continued presence of fo- 
reign troops in the above-mentioned countries? 
The Security Council cannot evade considering 
the question raised in the Soviet statement. I sho- 
uld like to express the hope that it will examine 
this question in full earnest, and accept the pro- 
posal made in this statement. 


(printed from archives) 


Speech by Soviet Representative A. A. Gromyko 
at UN Security Council on the Withdrawal of 
British Troops from Egypt and the Sudan * 


August 20, 1947 


The question raised by the Egyptian Govern- 
ment belongs to the category of questions to 
which the Security Council, as the body chiefly 
responsible for the maintenance of international 
peace, cannot avoid giving serious attention. 

We are concerned here with a dispute between 
two nations—Egypt and the United Kingdom-the 
continuation of which may constitute a threat to 
the maintenance of international peace. The 
Egyptian Government, in presenting its facts and 
arguments, is quite right in pointing this out. 

The same conclusion is supported by _ state- 
ments already made in the Security Council by 
both parties. We are concerned with a dispute 
which clearly falls under Chapter 6 of the UN 


* This is a TASS summary. 
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Charter, which provides for the peaceful settle- 
ment of disputes. 

Irrespective of the position which some or 
other nation may maintain on the question posed 
by Egypt, it is necessary to admit that it deserves 
serious examination by the Security Council, 
which not only can but must adopt a correspond- 
ing decision. 

I consider it necessary to bring up this matter 
because the representative of the United Kingdom 
has tried to prove to us that the Security Council 
cannot concern itself with this problem. It is im- 
possible to agree with this viewpoint. 

The Egyptian Government has actually placed 
two problems before the Security Council, which, 
although interlinked, have independent signifi- 
cance: (1) The withdrawal of British troops from 
the territory of Egypt and the Sudan; (2) The fu- 
ture of the Sudan. 

The statements made by the Egyptian Prime 
Minister, Nokrashy Pasha, at the Security Coun- 
cil sessions of August 5 and 11, contain the jus- 
tification of Egypt’s position in connection with 
its appeal to the Council on both the above-men- 
tioned questions. These statements also contain a 
detailed review of the historical conditions under 
which British troops were introduced into Egypt 
and the Sudan, as well as a review of Anglo- 
Egyptian relations, chiefly during the period from 
1882, when British troops first entered Egyptian 
territory, up to the present day. 

We all know that the present conditions have 
undergone fundamental changes. The Egyptian 
representative was right when he stressed this 
point. The development of the national con- 
sciousness of Eastern peoples has led to the forma- 





tion of a number of independent states in the 
Middle East. Egypt is one of them. 

Just as a number of other Middle East coun- 
tries, Egypt has become an independent state and 
is now a member of UN. She is trying to free 
herself from everything that restricts her inde- 
pendence and is incompatible with her national 
sovereignty. As is evident from the statements of 
the Egyptian Government, this explains why 
Egypt has brought up the matter of the withdra- 
wal of foreign troops from her territory. 

The people of Egypt believe that the further 
presence of foreign troops on their territory is 
incompatible with their national interests as a 
sovereign state and with the principles of the 
United Nations, which should be respected by 
all countries that are members of this Organisa- 
tion. 

The Soviet Union has understanding and sym- 
pathy for the national aspirations of Egypt and 
her people towards independent existence on the 
basis of sovereign equality with other nations 
and peoples. 

The legitimacy of the Egyptian demands can- 
not be disputed so long as we are guided by the 
high principles of the United Nations. To ignore 
such legitimate demands is tantamount to acting 
against those principles, which call for respect 
for and protection of national independence. 

The meaning of this conclusion becomes even 
clearer if we take into consideration that there 
are still peoples in the world whose fight for in- 
dependence meets with serious obstacles. Such 
obstacles are created first and foremost by na- 
tions which have a long history of domination 
over such peoples, and which stubbornly cling 
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to positions conquered scores of years, or even 
centuries, ago. 

It is the duty of the United Nations Organisa- 
tion to facilitate the possibilities for such nations 
to achieve independence and to secure their na- 
tional existence on the basis of equality with 
other peoples and nations. 

Egypt's demand cannot be reviewed apart 
from these aims, which have been ‘placed before 
UN. 

In reviewing this matter, it is further necessary 
to be guided by Article 103 of the UN Charter, 
in which it is stated that if obligations under- . 
taken by members of this Organisation in accor- 
dance with the Charter should prove to be in con- 
tradiction to obligations undertaken under some 
other international treaty, then preference shall 
be given to the UN Charter. 

There is reason to believe that the 1936 treaty 
concluded between the United Kingdom and 
Egypt, at least in its essential parts, stands in 
contradiction to the Charter. This has been poin- 
ted out by the Egyptian Government. It applies 
first of all to those provisions of the treaty which 
deal with the presence of British troops on the 
territory of Egypt and the Sudan. 

The fact that this treaty was concluded before 
UN was set up, and consequently before its Char- 
ter was adopted, perhaps explains the existing 
contradiction. But it can under no circumstances 
serve as its justification, especially as regards 
that part of the treaty which deals with the pre- 
sence of foreign troops on the territory of Egypt 
and the Sudan. 

These considerations give further emphasis to 
the need for correcting the existing situation and 
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for bringing it into line with the basic principles 
of the United Nations. 

The Egyptian demand also rests upon the Ge- 
neral Assembly resolution of December 14, 1946, 
concerning the general regulation and reduction 
of armaments, which provides for the immediate 
withdrawal of foreign troops located on territo- 
ries of UN member-states without their consent, 
as voluntarily and publicly expressed in treaties 
and agreements compatible with the UN Charter. 

All this gives the Soviet delegation reason to 
conclude that Egypt’s demand for the immediate 
withdrawal of British troops from the territory 
of Egypt and the Sudan is justified, and we there- 
fore support that demand. 

As regards the future of the Sudan, the Soviet 
delegation believes that it is difficult for the Se- 
curity Council to take any decision on this mat- 
ter at present. This problem is not quite clear. 
Without knowing what the people of the Sudan 
themselves wish to attain, it is difficult for the 
Council to adopt any decision on this matter. 


Izvestia, August 22, 1947 


Speech by Soviet Representative A. A. Gromyko 
at Plenary Meeting of UN General Assembly, 
November 26, 1947 


' It is common knowledge that the Soviet Union 
| has no direct material or other interests in Pales- 
| tine. It is concerned about the Palestine issue 
as a member of the United Nations Organisation 
and as a great power bearing along with the 
other great powers particular responsibility for 


| : 





the maintenance of international peace. This de- 
termines the position taken by the Government 
of the Soviet Union on the question of Palestine. 

A fairly detailed outline of the Soviet Union’s 
position has already been given at the special 
session of the General Assembly early this year 
and during the discussion at this session of the 
Assembly. 

When the future of Palestine was discussed at 
the special session the Soviet Government propo- 
sed two highly likely ways of settling this ques- 
tion. One variant was to create a single demo- 
cratic Arab-Jewish state with equal rights for the 
Arabs and Jews. If this turned out to be unrea- 
listic in the event that the Arabs and Jews dec- 
lared they could not live together because of 
worsened relations between them, the Soviet Go- 
vernment, through its delegation at the Assem- 
bly, proposed an alternative: division of Pales- 
tine into two independent democratic  states— 
Arab and Jewish. 

As you know the special session of the Assem- 
bly had set up a committee to make a thorough 
study of the Palestine issue with a view to find- 
ing the most appropriate solution. When the 
committee had finished its work, we stated with 
satisfaction that the proposal it submitted, or to 
be more exact, the proposal backed by the majo- 
rity of its members, coincided with one of the 
two ways outlined by the Soviet delegation at 
the special session, the proposal to divide Pales- 
tine into two independent democratic states, an 
Arab and a Jewish state. 

Consequently, the Soviet Union’s delegation 
was bound to support this recommendation by 
the special committee. It has now been found that 
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besides the special committee set up to study 
what should be done about Palestine, the over- 
whelming majority of the other delegations to 
the General Assembly also favoured the proposal 
on having two independent states. The overwhel- 
ming majority of the countries belonging to the 
United Nations arrived at the same conclusion 
as the Soviet Government, as a result of a tho- 
roughgoing investigation of what the future Pa- 
lestine should be. 

The question arises: Why did the overwhelm- 
ing majority of the delegations to the General 
Assembly favour this recommendation instead of 
some other one? The only answer to this is that 
all other proposals on the solution of the Pales- 
tine issue were unreal and unpractical. By that 
I also mean the proposal for creating a single 
independent Arab-Jewish state with equal rights 
for the Arabs and Jews. The study of the Pales- 
tine question, including the experience of the spe- 
cial committee, has proved that the Jews and 
Arabs in Palestine cannot or will not live toge- 
ther. Hence the logical conclusion: since these 
two peoples living in Palestine, both having deep- 
going historical roots in that country, cannot live 
together within the boundaries of one state, there 
is no alternative except to set up two states 
instead of one-an Arab state and a Jewish state. 
In the opinion of the Soviet delegation no other 
practical way can be found. 

Those opposing the idea of Palestine’s division 
into two independent democratic states usually 
claim this decision is directed against the Arabs, 
against the Arab population of Palestine and 
against the Arab states in general. For obvious 
reasons the delegations of the Arab countries are 











especially vociferous about this. The Soviet de- 
legation cannot agree with their view. The pro- 
posal to divide Palestine into two independent 
states, as well as the committee’s resolution ap- 
proving this proposal which we are now discuss- 
ing, is not aimed against the Arabs. This resolu- 
tion is not aimed at either of the two biggest 
peoples populating Palestine. On the contrary, 
the Soviet delegation believes that this resolution 
accords with the basic national interests of both 
these peoples, both the Jews and the Arabs. 

The representatives of the Arab states stress 
that the division of Palestine is a historical injus- 
tice. But it is impossible to agree with this view 
even if only because the Jewish people have been 
associated with Palestine for a long historical 
period. Besides, we cannot ignore the position in 
which the Jewish people have found themselves 
as a result of the last world war, and the Soviet 
delegation has already pointed this out at the 
special session of the General Assembly. I shall 
not repeat what the Soviet delegation said on 
this point at the session. Nevertheless it will not 
be too much to recall now that as a result of the 
war forced on the world by Hitler Germany the 
Jews as a people suffered more than any other 
people. You know that not a single state in Wes- 
tern Europe was able to offer the Jewish people 
adequate protection from nazi high-tyranny and 
violence. 

Touching on the proposal for the division of 
Palestine, the representatives of some countries 
spoke of the Soviet Union and tried to question 
its foreign policy. The Lebanon’s representative 
was twice particularly eloquent on this subject. 
I have already emphasised that the proposals 





concerning the division of Palestine into two in- 
dependent states and the Soviet Union's position 
on this question, are not directed against the 
Arabs, and that it is our profound belief that such 
a solution would accord with the vital national 
interests of both the Jews and Arabs alike. 

The peoples of the Soviet Union have always 
sympathised and continue to sympathise with the 
national aspirations of the peoples of the Arab 
East. The Soviet Union appreciates and sympa- 
thises with the attempts being made by these 
peoples to free themselves of the remaining 
shackles of colonial dependence. This is why we 
do not associate the poorly thought-out statements 
of some Arab representatives on Soviet policy 
concerning Palestine’s future with the vital natio- 
nal interests of the Arabs. We distinguish between 
statements of this sort, made evidently on the 
spur of the moment, and the basic interests of 
the Arab people. The Soviet delegation is confi- 
dent that the time will come when Arabs and the 
Arab countries will more than once look in the 
direction of Mscow, expecting assistance from 
the Soviet Union in their struggle for their legi- 
timate interests, in their striving to free them- 
selves from the remaining strings of foreign de- 
pendence. 

The Soviet delegation also believes that the re- 
solution on the division of Palestine accords with 
the lofty principles and goals of the United Na- 
tions. It accords with the principle of national 
self-determination of the peoples. The nationali- 
ties policy the Soviet Union has pursued since 
the inception of the Soviet state, is a policy of 
concord and self-determination of the peoples. It 
is precisely for that reason that all the peoples 





of the Soviet Union constitute one united family, 
which was able to endure the grim trials of the 
war in the struggle against the strongest and 
most dangerous enemy ever faced by peace-lov- 
ing peoples. 

The solution of the Palestine question on the 
basis of this country’s division into two indepen- 
dent states will be of great historical significance, 
since this solution will meet half-way the legiti- 
mate demands of the Jewish people, of whom, as 
you know, hundreds of thousands are still home- 
less, with no hearths of their own, who have 
found temporary shelter in the special camps in 
some West European countries. 


The Assembly is working persistently to find 
the most just, most tangible, and at the same 
time, most radical solution to the question of Pa- 
lestine’s future. In this it proceeds on the basis 
of certain irrefutable facts which have given rise 
to the Palestine issue at the United Nations. They 
are as follows: 


First: the mandate system has not justified 
itself. I shall even say more: the mandate system 
has proved bankrupt. We have heard declara- 
tions from the British representatives as well, that 
the system of administration of Palestine by man- 
date has not been justified. Statements to this 
effect were made at the special session and also 
at this session of the General Assembly. It is 
precisely because of the bankruptcy of the man- 
date system that the Government of Great Bri- 
tain appealed to the United Nations for help. It 
requested the Assembly to work out an appropri- 
ate decision and thus take over the responsibility 
of determining Palestine’s future. 
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Second: Having appealed to the United Na- 
tions Organisation, the Government of Great Bri- 
tain stated that it could not assume responsibi- 
lity for all the measures that it would have to be 
taken with regard to Palestine in line with the 
probable decision of the General Assembly. In 
this way the Government of Great Britain recog- 
nised, that by virtue of the rights and powers 
vested in it, the General Assembly could take 
the responsibility for settling the question of the 
future of Palestine. 

However the Soviet delegation deems it useful 
to draw the Assembly’s attention to the fact that 
it still does not feel that the support it had the 
right to expect from Great Britain has been forth- 
coming. On the one hand, the British Govern- 
ment has turned to the Assembly for assistance 
in solving the question of Palestine’s future. On 
the other, it has made so many reservations dur- 
ing the discussion of the issue at the special 
session and at the current Assembly session, that 
one involuntarily wonders if Great Britain really 
wishes the question of Palestine to be settled 
through the United Nations Organisation. 

The British representative at the special ses- 
sion declared his country’s readiness to implement 
the United Nations resolutions on condition that 
Britain would not be solely responsible for the 
likely measures to be taken. By this statement 
the British delegation clearly made it understood 
to other states that it was ready to co-operate 
with the United Nations in the solution of this 
question. 

Nevertheless, at the same _ special session the 
British representative declared that his govern- 
ment was prepared to implement the respective 








General Assembly's resolutions only in the event 
that the Jews and the Arabs would agree on some 
solution of the question. It is clear to anyone 
that the first declaration contradicts the second. 
The first indicates Britain’s readiness to co-ope- 
rate with the United Nations Organisation on this 
question and the second serves to notice that the 
British Government may also ignore the Assem- 
bly’s resolution. 

The representative of Great Britain has made 
similar reservations at this session too. We have 
heard Mr. Cadogan on this question today. 

He repeated, though in a somewhat modified 
form, the idea that Great Britain would agree to 
implement the Assembly’s resolution provided 
the Jews and the Arabs were to agree. But we 
are all perfectly aware that the Arabs and Jews 
have not reached agreement between themselves. 
The discussion of the issue at this session proves 
that they cannot reach agreement. We see no 
prospect of agreement between them. 

The view of the Soviet delegation is shared by 
all the delegations that have come to the conclu- 
sion that it is necessary to adopt a definite deci- 
sion on this question even at the current Assem- 
bly session. 

All these reservations on the part of the Bri- 
tish delegation show that Great Britain has no 
real wish even today to co-operate fully with the 
United Nations in the solution of this question. 
At a time when the majority of the delegations 
at the General Assembly favour a definite settle- 
ment of Palestine’s future even now-that it should 
be divided into two states-the Government 
of Great Britain declares that it will consider the 
Assembly’s resolution only when the Jews and 
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Arabs reach agreement. I repeat that to make 
such a stipulation means to bury the resolution 
even before the Assembly adopts it. Is it proper 
for Great Britain to act this way on this matter, 
especially now when, after prolonged discussion, 
it has become clear to everybody, Britain inclu- 
ded, that the overwhelming majority of states 
support the division of Palestine? 

Whereas it was possible to at least understand 
the British delegation’s reservations at the first 
session, when the question of a possible solution 
of the problem of Palestine’s future was first 
brought up, to make such reservations at present, 
when the opinion of the majority of the UN 
members has become known, amounts to announc- 
ing beforehand that Britain does not consider 
herself bound by the possible resolution of the 
General Assembly. We have a right to expect 
Britain's co-operation in this matter. We have a 
right to expect that should the Assembly adopt 
such a recommendation, Britain will observe it, 
especially since the current regime in Palestine 
is hateful both to the Jews and the Arabs alike. 
You all know the feelings expressed about this 
regime, particularly by the Jews. 

I consider it necessary to mention one more 
fact. 

Ever since the discussion of this question a 
number of the delegations, mainly the delega- 
tions of the Arab countries, have tried to con- 
vince us that this question is not within the com- 
petence of the United Nations to decide. And, as 
was to be expected, they could not advance any 
weighty arguments, nothing but general and 
groundless declarations and utterances. 

The General Assembly, just as the United Na- 


tions Organisation as a whole, not only has the 
right to examine this question but, considering 
the situation that has arisen in Palestine, is duty- 
bound to make an appropriate decision. The So- 
viet delegation believes that the plan for the Pa- 
lestinian settlement drawn up by the committee, 
whereby the Security Council should take mea- 
sures in line with its implementation, fully ac- 
cords with the interests of maintaining and con- 
solidating international peace and with the inte- 
rests of strengthening co-operation between states. 
It is precisely for this reason that the Soviet dele- 
gation supports the recommendation concern- 
ing the division of Palestine. 

Unlike certain other delegations, the Soviet 
delegation has from the very beginning taken a 
precise and clear stand. It has persistently fol- 
lowed this line. It is not going to manoeuvre or 
manipulate with the votes in a certain way, a 
fact which unfortunately occurs at the Assembly 
in connection with the discussion on the Pales- 
tine question. 


Pravda, November 30, 1947 


From Speech by Soviet Representative at Plenary 
Meeting of UN General Assembly on Palestine 
Question, December 11, 1948 


The Soviet Union takes a clear, consistent and 
Principled position on the question of Palestine. 
It champions the freedom of the peoples, their 
right to self-determination, and the maintenance 
of peace and security. The Soviet Union’s stand 
accords with the principles, tasks and goals of 
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the United Nations Organisation, as outlined in 
the Charter of our Organisation. It is precisely 
for this reason that the Soviet delegation still 
believes that a radical settlement of the Palestine 
problem can be achieved on the basis of the Ge- 
neral Assembly’s resolution of November 29, 
1947, which grants the two peoples of Palestine 
the right to an independent existence, based on 
equality. 

In the light of the above-mentioned, the Soviet 
delegation maintains, there is no point in intro- 
ducing reservations such as those that have now 
been included in the so-called proposal of seven 
states, in Document 424, into the General Assem- 
bly’s resolution of November 29. 

We must see to it that this resolution is carried 
out, for it will fully accord with the interests of 
both the Jewish and the Arab population of Pa- 
lestine, with enabling these peoples to implement 
their right to national self-determination, to set 
up independent, democratic states. The events in 
Palestine and the very development of these 
events have convincingly illustrated the correct- 
ness of the Soviet Union’s stand on the Palestine 
issue, for this stand serves the common interests 
of all peace-loving peoples, and the whole of 
progressive humanity. 

As to the draft resolution submitted by the 
First Committee, the Soviet delegation believes 
that it can only lead to negative results, precise- 
ly because of the considerations I have had the 
opportunity of mentioning in my speech. More- 
over, the composition of the arbitration or conci- 
liation commission proposed in the draft, as 
well as the failure of the draft to mention such 
a vitally important measure as the immediate 
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withdrawal of all foreign troops and military 
personnel from Palestine, a measure intended to 
achieve a peaceful settlement in Palestine, makes 
this draft resolution inacceptable for the Soviet 
delegation and it will have to vote against it. 

The Soviet delegation feels that the interests 
of peace in Palestine require the immediate with- 
drawal of all foreign troops and military person- 
nel stationed on the territory of the Jewish and 
Arab states in Palestine—the creation of these 
states is stipulated in the General Assembly's re- 
solution—and that the Security Council should 
take appropriate measures to prevent the resump- 
tion of hostilities in Palestine. 

We must find a way to solve the Palestine pro- 
blem. The resolution submitted by the majority 
of the First Committee for your consideration, 
does not provide the answer. Today it can only 
be found by observing the principles outlined in 
the resolution of the General Assembly of No- 
vember 29, 1947. 


Izvestia, December 15 and 16, 1948 


Soviet Government's Notes to Governments of 
the United States, Great Britain, 
France and Turkey * 


November 24, 1951 


In connection with the address of the govern- 
ments of the United States, Britain, France and 


* This is the Note to the Government of the United 
States. The Notes to the governments of Great Britain, 
France and Turkey were of analogous contents. 
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Turkey to the governments of Egypt, Syria, the 
Lebanon, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, the Yemen, Israel 
and Transjordan, regarding the establishment of 
i a so-called Allied Middle Eastern Command, the 
Soviet Government deems it necessary to state 
the following to the Government of the United 
States. 
| As can be seen from the proposals contained in 
the above address, as well as from the Declara- 
tion on this question published on November 10 
by the four governments, and transmitted to the 
governments of the above countries of the Middle 
East, the governments of the United States, Bri- 
tain, France and Turkey envisage: 

The subordination of the armed forces of coun- 
tries of the Middle East to a so-called Allied 
Command; 

The stationing of foreign armed forces on ter- 
ritories of the Middle East countries; 

The placing at the disposal of the above Com- 
mand of military bases, communications, ports 
and other installations by the Middle East coun- 
tries; 

The establishment of liaison of this Command 
with the Atlantic bloc organisations. 

The proposals and declaration of the four states 
show that the plans for the organisation of 
a so-called Middle Eastern Command represent 
nothing but an attempt to draw the countries of 
the Middle East into the war measures which are 
being carried out by the aggressive Atlantic bloc. 
Some of the four states—initiators of the setting 
up of a Middle Eastern Command-which main- 
tain their troops and their military bases on the 
territories of a number of Middle East countries, 
are already now increasing their armed forces 





stationed there. 

Thus striving to draw the countries of the 
Middle East into the aggressive war measures of 
the Atlantic bloc, the Government of the United 
States as well as other initiators of the establish- 
ing of a Middle Eastern Command, sets itself the 
object of turning the countries of the Middle East 
into bridgeheads for the armed forces of the At- 
lantic bloc. It is only this way that one can ap- 
praise the demand of the four states, aimed to 
ensure the stay of foreign armed forces in the 
above countries and to expand there a network 
of the military bases of foreign states, contrary 
to the will of the peoples of these countries. It 
is not difficult to see that implementation of these 
measures, meaning in essence occupation of Mid- 
dle East countries by troops of foreign states 
is designed to ensure these states an opportu- 
nity for constant intervention in the internal 
affairs of the countries of the Middle East, and 
their deprivation of national independence. 

The Government of the United States, as well 
as the governments of Britain, France and Tur- 
key, tries to justify the organisation of the Mid- 
dle Eastern Command by references to some kind 
of allegedly existing threat to these countries, 
and to the need for the defence of the Middle 
East area. Such references, however, are absolu- 
tely groundless and they cannot be regarded 
otherwise than as an attempt to deceive public 
opinion and to divert its attention from the real 
aggressive plans of the four powers. 

If one is to speak of a threat to the indepen- 
dence and sovereignty of these countries, such a 
threat emanates precisely from the countries— 
initiators of the plan for setting up a Middle Eas- 








tern Command-which still cannot reconcile them- 
selves to the idea that the peoples of the Middle 
East, like other sovereign peoples, have the inali- 
enable right to pursue their independent national 
policy, free from all outside pressure. 

The Government of the USSR deems it neces- 
sary to draw the attention of the Government of 
the United States to the fact that it cannot over- 
look these new aggressive plans, expressed in the 
establishing of a Middle Eastern Command in an 
area located not far from the frontiers of the So- 
viet Union. The Soviet Government deems it ne- 
cessary also to state that the responsibility for 
the situation which may arise as a result of this 
will rest with the Government of the United 
States and the other initiators of the establishing 
of the above-mentioned Command. 


Izvestia, November 25, 1951 


On Resumption of Diplomatic Relations Between 
the Soviet Union and Israel 


On May 28, the Government of the state of 
Israel, through its Chargé d’Affaires in Bulgaria, 
asked the Soviet Ambassador in Bulgaria to bring 
to the notice of the Soviet Government the desire 
of the Government of Israel to resume diploma- 
tic relations between the Soviet Union and Israel, 
which were discontinued by the Soviet Govern- 
ment of February 12 this year, in connection 
with the bomb explosion at the Soviet Legation 
in Israel. 

As a result of the negotiations that ensued, 
M. Sharett, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Israel, 


sent a letter to V. M. Molotov, Minister of Fo- 
reign Affairs of the USSR. 

On July 15, V. M. Molotov, Minister of Fo- 
reign Affairs of the USSR, sent the following 
reply to the letter of M. Sharett, Minister of Fo- 
reign Affairs of Israel: 

“Mr. Minister, 

“With reference to your letter of July 6, 1953, 
I inform you of the following: 

“As is known, on February 9 a bomb was ex- 
ploded by criminals on the premises of the Le- 
gation of the USSR in Israel, as a result of which 
a Legation employee and members of the fami- 
lies of some of the Legation employees were se- 
riously injured, in view of which the Soviet Go- 
vernment recalled the Envoy of the Soviet Union 
and the staff of its Legation in Israel and discon- 
tinued diplomatic relations with the Government 
of Israel. 

“On May 28, the Government of Israel ad- 
dressed to the Soviet Government a proposal for 
the resumption of diplomatic relations between 
Israel and the Soviet Union. 

“In considering this proposal, the Soviet Go- 
vernment took into account the fact that the Go- 
vernment of Israel had expressed its profound 
regret and apologies at the crime committed 
against the Soviet Legation in Tel Aviv, and that, 
although the search for the offenders had not 
yielded any positive results, the Government of 
Israel, according to its statement, is continuing 
the search for the offenders with the object of 
arresting them and committing them to trial. 

“The Soviet Government has also taken note 
of the statement of the Government of Israel that 
it will not be a party to any alliance or pact aim- 
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ing at aggression against the Soviet Union. 

“Taking into consideration these assurances of 
the Government of Israel and the fact that it has 
declared that it is anxious to establish relations 
of friendship with the Soviet Union, and adher- 
ing to its policy of maintaining normal relations 
with other countries and promoting co-operation 
between nations, the Soviet Government, for its 
part, also declares its desire to maintain friendly 
relations with Israel and deems it possible to re- 
establish diplomatic relations with the Govern- 
ment of Israel. 

“T beg you, Mr. Minister, to accept assurances 
of my high consideration. 


July 15, 1953” (Signed) V. MOLOTOV 
Pravda, July 21, 1953 


Statement by USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
on Security in Middle East 


April 16, 1955 


The situation in the Middle East has recently 
become considerably more tense. The explana- 
tion of this is that certain Western powers have 
been making new attempts to draw the countries 
of the Middle East into the military groupings 
which are being set up as appendages to the ag- 
gressive North Atlantic bloc. 

After the collapse, in 1951, of the plan for the 
establishment of a so-called Middle Eastern 
Command—a collapse due to the resistance this 
plan met in the countries of the Middle East—the 
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United States of America and Britain took steps 
to involve in a roundabout way, singly or in pairs 
the countries of the Middle East in certain 
groupings being set up under their domination. 
In this way, a Turkish-Pakistani pact was con- 
cluded in 1954, and a Turkish-Iraqi military al- 
liance in February, 1955. 

By setting up the Turkish-Iraqi military al- 
liance, its organisers have succeeded in detaching 
Iraq from the other Arab countries and increas- 
ing tension in the relations among these count- 
ries, a situation which suits only aggressive forces 
which are trying to sow discord among the coun- 
tries of this area, in their own military strategic 
interests. 

Matters have gone so far that peremptory de- 
mands have recently been made of Syria that she’ 
should join the Turkish-Iragi alliance-these de- 
mands being accompanied with threats calculat- 
ed to intimidate the government and people of 
Syria and to compel Syria to amend her attitude 
of non-participation in aggressive military blocs. 
Such actions, and the role which the Western 
powers allocate Turkey in the establishing of mi- 
litary blocs in the Middle East, arouse legitimate 
fears in the Arab countries that Turkey is once 
again striving to dominate them, and that a di- 
rect threat to their national independence is be- 
ing created. 

Great pressure is also being brought to bear 
on Egypt, the demand being made that she change 
her opposition to the Turkish-Iraqi bloc and 
cease supporting Syria, who is resisting foreign 
pressure. 

Similar demands are also being made of Saudi 
Arabia, who, with Egypt and Syria, opposes par- 
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ticipation in the military blocs which the Western 
powers are forcing on the Arab countries. 

Increasing pressure has also recently been 
brought to bear on Iran, who is being pushed by 
the organisers of these blocs onto a dangerous 
road. 

It is not difficult to see that, lying at the basis 
of the policy of setting up military groupings in 
the Middle East-just as in the establishment of 
the aggressive military grouping in South-East 
Asia (the so-called SEATO)-is the desire of cer- 
tain Western powers for the colonial enslavement 
of these countries. The Western powers wish to 
carry on exploiting the peoples of the countries 
of the Middle East so as to enrich their big mo- 
nopolies which are making greedy use of the na- 
tural wealth of these countries. Unable to estab- 
lish and preserve their domination by the old me- 
thods, these powers are trying to involve the coun- 
tries of the Middle East in aggressive blocs on 
the false pretext that this is in the interests of the 
defence of the countries of this area. 

Military blocs in the Middle East are needed, 
not by the countries of that area, but by those 
aggressive American circles which are trying to 
establish domination there. They are also needed 
by those British circles which, by means of these 
blocs, are trying to retain and restore their shaken 
positions, in spite of the vital interests of the 
peoples of the Middle East who have taken the 
road of independent national development. 

Nor, in actual fact, do the organisers of these 
military blocs conceal that they are pursuing 
their own particular military strategic aims. This 
can also be seen from the statements—made by 
official representatives of the United States and 
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Britain-that these Western powers consider these 
blocs as part of the plan to set up a so-called 
northern tier of their military system. This is also 
shown by Britain’s adherence to the Turkish-Ira- 
qi alliance, with the simultaneous conclusion of 
a new Anglo-Iraqi agreement for so-called mu- 
tual co-operation, which in a new form enslaves 
Iraq, ensures for Britain the preservation of her 
military bases in that country and subordinates 
the Iraqi army to British officers. 

Plans for the setting up of aggressive blocs in 
the Middle East have nothing in common with 
the interests of the maintenance of peace and se- 
curity, or with the real national interests of the 
countries in that area. These plans prove once 
more that, as in the past, the policy of the Wes- 
tern powers with regard to the countries of the 
Middle East is aimed at their political and eco- 
nomic subordination to the imperialist powers, 
who are once more trying to place the yoke of 
colonial oppression and exploitation on the peo- 
ples of these countries. They disregard, more- 
over, the fact that the days of colonial domination 
and the enslavement of the peoples of the East 
cannot be restored. 

The countries of the Middle East are now fa- 
ced with the danger of losing their independence 
and becoming involved in war for alien interests. 
It is therefore quite understandable that political 
circles in those countries are increasingly appre- 
ciating this danger. Understandable, too, is the 
growing resistance with which the peoples of 
the countries of the Middle East are meeting the 
attempts of foreign powers to force them to take 
part in aggressive military groupings. And if the 
ruling circles of certain Arab countries do sub- 
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missively follow the organisers of these group- 
ings, this only goes to show how far they are 
from expressing the real national interests of 
their peoples. 

As has frequently happened in the past, now, 
too, efforts are being made to cloak the aggres- 
sive nature of Middle East plans of the United 
States and Britain with ridiculous fabrications 
about a ‘Soviet menace” to the countries of that 
area. Such inventions have nothing in common 
with reality, for it is a matter of record that the 
underlying basis of the Soviet Union's foreign 
policy is an unalterable desire to ensure peace 
among the peoples, a peace founded on obser- 
vance of the principles of equality, non-interfe- 
rence in domestic affairs, and respect for natio- 
nal independence and state sovereignty. 

From the very first days of its existence, the 
Soviet state has decisively condemned the policy 
of imperialist usurpations and colonial oppres- 
sion; and it annulled all the unequal treaties which 
the tsarist government had concluded with the 
countries of the East. 

Regarding the national aspirations of the peo- 
ples of the East with full understanding and 
sympathy, the Soviet Government was the first 
to recognise the independence of Afghanistan 
and helped her to restore her state sovereignty. 

The Soviet Government cancelled the tsarist 
government’s unequal treaties with Iran, and 
transferred to her great material wealth which 
Russia owned in Iran. 

During the years of Turkey’s hard struggle for 
national independence, the Soviet Union stret- 
ched out the hand of friendship and gave her all- 
round assistance-a fact which played a decisive 
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part in the struggle of the Turkish people aga- 
inst the foreign interventionists. 

The Soviet Government was the first to recog- 
nise Saudi Arabia as an independent state, and 
supported the struggle for state independence of 
the Yemen, Syria and the Lebanon, and Egypt's 
rightful demands for.the withdrawal of foreign 
troops from her territory. 

In international bodies, the Soviet Government 
always supports the legitimate demands of the 
countries of the Middle East aimed at strengthen- 
ing their national independence and state sove- 
reignty. 

The Soviet Union has unswervingly pursued, 
and continues to pursue a policy of peace and 
the easing of international tension. Proof of this, 
in particular, can be seen in its proposal to end 
the arms drive; to prohibit atomic and hydrogen 
weapons; for an immediate and substantial re- 
duction of armaments and, first and foremost, of 
the armaments of the five great powers; and for 
the establishment of a system of collective secu- 
rity in Europe. 

It is quite plain that this policy of the Soviet 
Union, which meets with the profound approval 
and support of the peoples, is fully in accord 
with the fundamental national interests of the 
countries of the Middle East and with the interests 
of maintaining universal peace. A threat to the 
security of the countries of the Middle East does 
exist; it comes, however, not from the Soviet 
Union but from those powers which, under the 
pretext of “ensuring security,” are setting up 
aggressive blocs in the Middle East, trying to re- 
duce the countries of this region to the position 
of their military strategic springboards and, eco- 

















nomically speaking, to the status of colonies and 
dependent territories. 

Of course, the Soviet Union cannot remain in- 
different to the situation arising in the region of 
the Middle East, since the formation of these 
blocs and the establishment of foreign military 
bases on the territory of the countries of the 
Middle East have a direct bearing on the secur- 
ity of the USSR. This attitude of the Soviet Go- 
vernment should all the more be understandable 
since the USSR is situated very close to these 
countries-something which cannot be said of 
other foreign powers, for instance, of the United 
States, which is thousands of kilometres from this 
area. 

The refusal of the countries of the Middle East 
to take part in aggressive military blocs would 
be an important prerequisite to the ensuring of 
their security, and the best guarantee of these 
countries not being drawn into dangerous milit- 
ary adventures. 

Striving for the development of peaceful co- 
operation among all countries, the Soviet Govern- 
ment is prepared to support and develop co-ope- 
ration with the countries of the Middle East, in 
the interests of strengthening peace in this area. 
In its Declaration of February 9, 1955, the Sup- 
reme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics declared that it considered it of exceedin- 
gly great importance that relations among count- 
ries, large and small, should be based on those 
international principles which would facilitate 
the development of friendly co-operation among 
the nations, in conditions of a peaceful and tran- 
quil life. 

The Soviet Union believes that relations among 


states, and real security can be ensured on the 
basis of the practical application of the well- 
known principles enumerated in that declara- 
tion—namely: equality; non-interference in domes- 
tic affairs; non-aggression and the renunciation 
of encroachment on the territorial integrity of 
other states; and on respect for sovereignty and 
national independence. 

The Government of the Soviet Union would 
support any steps by the countries of the Middle 
East towards putting these principles into prac- 
tice in the relations between them and the Soviet 
Union, towards strengthening the national inde- 
pendence of these countries and consolidating 
peace and friendly co-operation among the peo- 
ples. 

If the policy of pressure and threats with re- 
gard to the countries of the Middle East is con- 
tinued, the question should be examined by the 
United Nations Organisation. 

Upholding the cause of peace, the Soviet Go- 
vernment will defend the freedom and indepen- 
dence of the countries of the Middle East and 
will oppose interference in their domestic affairs. 


Izvestia, April 17, 1955 


TASS Statement on Egypt’s Purchase of Arms 


October 1, 1955 


From foreign press reports it has become 
known that strong pressure has recently been 
brought to bear on certain Middle Eastern coun- 
tries (Egypt) in order that they should buy arms 
for their defence needs only from the Western 
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countries and on terms laid down by the Western 
countries. 

From subsequent statements by the Egyptian 
Government in this connection, it has likewise 
been learned that it regards such pressure on 
Egypt as impermissible interference, detrimental 
to Egypt’s national independence and the inte- 
rests of her lawful defence. 

For its part, the Soviet Government holds the 
view that every state has the lawful right to 
provide for its defence and to buy arms for its 
defence needs from other states on the usual 
commerical terms, and no foreign state has the 
right to interfere in this or to present any unila- 
teral claims that would infringe the rights or in- 
terests of other states. 

Since reports have appeared that negotiations 
have recently taken place between Egypt and 
Czechoslovakia on the sale of arms in exchange 
for cotton and rice, and in this connection ground- 
less claims have been made on the USSR, the 
Soviet Government has informed the governments 
of Egypt and Czechoslovakia, and also the Go- 
vernments of Britain and the United States which 
have made special statements on this question, 
of its attitude as stated above. 


Izvestia, October 2, 1955 


Statement by USSR Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs on Situation in Middle East 


April 17, 1956 


The situation now developing in the area of 
the Middle East merits the earnest attention of 





all states and public circles concerned with the 
strengthening of universal peace and the tho- 
rough easing of international tension. 

It has been repeatedly pointed out that the 
main cause for the aggravation of the internatio- 
nal situation in the Middle East is the continuing 
attempts to knock together and extend military 
groupings which serve the aims of colonialism 
and are directed both against the independence 
of the peolpes in this area and against the secur- 
ity of the peace-loving countries. The establish- 
ment of such groupings has become the source 
of international friction and conflicts in the area 
of Middle East and the cause for the deteriora- 
tion of relations between the Arab states and 
Israel as well as Turkey, and between Pakistan 
and Afghanistan, and Pakistan and India. 

Instead of taking measures to achieve peace- 
able and friendly relations between the indepen- 
dent states in this area on the basis of the prin- 
ciples of peaceful co-operation adopted at the 
Asian-African conference in Bandung, some coun- 
tries are pitted against other countries, which 
has created a tense atmosphere in this area. The 
pressure brought to bear upon the independent 
Arab states by certain powers with the object of 
compelling them, contrary to their will, to join 
the afore-said groupings, such as the well-known 
Baghdad pact, constitutes a violation of the prin- 
ciples of the United Nations and is contrary to 
the interests of peace and international security. 

At the present time, the aggravation of the 
Arab-Israeli conflict is one of the most dangerous 
elements of the situation in the Middle East. Re- 
gardless of how the causes of the outbreak of 
this conflict are appraised, one cannot fail to see 
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that certain circles of some states, not interested 
in strengthening international peace, are seeking 
to use the Arab-Israeli conflict for their own agg- 
ressive ends, going so far as to introduce foreign 
troops into the territory of the countries of this 
area and to create military complications. Inter- 
vention in the affairs of the Arab countries is 
aimed at restoring the positions of colonialism in 
the Middle East, in which certain oil monopolies 
are particularly interested. It is well known that 
the three-power agreement of 1950 is in line 
with these aspirations. All this is fraught with 
the danger of a breeding ground of war develop- 
ing in that area, which must not be permitted. 

The Government of the Soviet Union is resolu- 
tely upholding the interests of peace and peace- 
ful co-operation among the nations. It is firmly 
and consistenly carrying out measures aimed at 
easing international tension, which is in keeping 
with the wishes of the peoples of all countries, 
including the peoples of the Middle East. 

The establishment, after the Second World 
War, of the national independence, and the con- 
solidation of the state sovereignty of a number 
of states which until quite recently were in the 
position of colonial or mandated territories is a 
great achievement of the peoples in the cause of 
safeguarding peace and security in the area of 
the Middle East. The Soviet Union has regarded 
with sympathy and warmly supported the efforts 
of the countries of the Middle East aimed at 
establishing and consolidating the state indepen- 
dence of Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Syria, the Lebanon, 
the Yemen, Jordan, Libya, the Sudan, Iraq, Isra- 
el and others. In the same way, the Soviet Union 
appreciated the actions of Britain and France 





which facilitated a solution of pressing Middle 
East problems on the basis of recognising the 
independence and sovereignty of the afore-men- 
tioned states. 

The principles of respect for national indepen- 
dence, sovereignty and non-interference in the 
domestic affairs of states, and the settlement of 
international disputes by peaceful means are 
recorded in the United Nations Charter. Being a 
consistent supporter of these principles, the So- 
viet Union has sincerely and wholeheartedly sup- 
ported, and continues to support, the striving of 
the Arab states to secure the further strengthen- 
ing of their recently gained national independen- 
ce and the advancement of their economic well- 
being. 

In the establishement of the independence of 
the states of the Middle East and in their gene- 
ral advance the Soviet Union sees an important 
guarantee of peace and security in this area. That 
is precisely why the Soviet Government has rea- 
dily responded to and has met the wishes of the 
governments of these states directed towards 
these aims. In so doing the Soviet Government 
has not sought special advantages for itself and 
has endeavoured to arrange its relations with the 
states in this area on the basis of the just prin- 
ciples proclaimed by the peoples of Asia and 
Africa at the Bandung Conference. 

Desiring to secure the consolidation of peace 
and the development of international co-opera- 
tion, and taking into account the just national in- 
terests of the peoples of all countries, the Soviet 
Government has invariably opposed the violation 
of peace in the Middle East and any actions 
which could entail the outbreak of armed con- 
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flicts or could be utilised as a pretext for precipi- 
tating such conflicts. 

The Soviet Government considers that an ar- 
med conflict in the Middle East can and must be 
avoided and that it is in the interests of all the 
states of the Middle East not to allow themsel- 
ves to be provoked into being involved in hos- 
tilities. 

The Soviet Government at the same time re- 
gards as unlawful and impermissible, from the 
standpoint of maintaining universal peace, the 
attempts to make use of the Arab-Israeli conflict 
for intervention from outside in the domestic 
affairs of the independent Arab states or for in- 
troducing foreign troops into the territory of the 
Middle East. 

In connection with the afore-said, the Soviet 

Government states: 
1. The Soviet Union will render the necessary 
support to measures of the United Nations aimed 
at exploring ways and means for strengthening 
peace in the Palestine area and implementing cor- 
responding decisions of the Security Council. 

2. The Soviet Union considers that measures 
must be taken in the immediate future to ease the 
existing tension in the Palestine area without in- 
terference from outside which is contrary to the 
will of the states of the Middle East and the 
principles of the United Nations. 

The Soviet Union urges the parties concerned 
to abstain from any actions which might aggra- 
vate the situation on the existing demarcation line 
established by the armistice agreements between 
the Arab countries and Israel and also to make 
the necessary efforts to improve the hard lot of 
the hundreds of thousands of Arab refugees dep- 
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rived of their shelter and means of livelihood. 

3. The Soviet Union considers that in the inte- 
rests of strengthening international peace and 
security the matter must be handled in such a 
way as to lead to a lasting peaceful settlement 
of the Palestine issue on a mutually acceptable 
basis, taking due account of the just national in- 
terests of the parties concerned. 

The Soviet Government expresses its readiness 
to facilitate, together with other states, a peace- 
ful settlement of questions outstanding. 


Izvestia, April 18, 1956 


Soviet Government's Statement on Need for 
Peaceful Settlement of the Suez Question 


September 15, 1956 


The Soviet Government considers it necessary 
once again to make known its attitude regarding 
the situation that has arisen at the present time 
in connection with the Suez question. 

As is well known, threats to use force against 
Egypt continue to be made by Britain and Fran- 
ce, and an ever-increasing concentration of Bri- 
tish and French armed forces and fleets is taking 
place in the immediate vicinity of Egypt. This, 
undoubtedly, leads to a still greater aggravation 
of the situation in connection with the Suez Ca- 
nal, and creates a position that is dangerous to 
peace. 

The Soviet Government has already, in its state- 
ment on the Suez Canal question of August 9, 
1956, pointed out that the threats and military 
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preparations which the British and French go- 
vernments have started to carry out against Egypt 
in connection with her nationalisation of the Suez 
Canal Company are incompatible with the prin- 
ciples of the United Nations. In that statement 
the Soviet Government set out its views regard- 
ing the legality of the Egyptian Government's 
action in nationalising the Suez Canal Company 
and regarding the safeguarding of freedom of 
navigation through the canal, and drew attention 
to the need for a peaceful settlement of the Suez 
question. 

As a determined advocate of the easing of in- 
ternational tension, consistently pursuing a poli- 
cy of peace and friendship among the peoples 
and endeavouring to give the utmost assistance 
in the peaceful settlement of international dispu- 
tes, the Soviet Union accepted Britain’s invitation 
to take part in the London conference, in spite of 
the fact that neither by its composition nor by 
its character could that conference be considered 
a representative international conference compe- 
tent to take any decisions regarding the Suez Ca- 
nal. In this connection the Soviet Union procee- 
ded from the fact that, given the desire on the 
part of the interested states, even such a confe- 
rence could help to find an approach for settling 
questions connected with the freedom of naviga- 
tion through the Suez Canal which would facili- 
tate a peaceful solution of the problem. 

Guided by these considerations, the Soviet de- 
legation set out at the London conference the So- 
viet Government’s position on the Suez Canal 
question, which is that the Suez question should 
be settled by peaceful means, in strict conformity 
with the requirements of.the United Nations 
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Charter and the indisputable sovereign rights of 
Egypt, as complete mistress, owner and control- 
ler of the canal, with a guarantee for the freedom 
of navigation along the canal at all times and for 
all countries using the waterway. 

Proceeding from this, the Soviet delegation 
supported the proposal made by India on the 
Suez Canal question, based on the principle of a 
correct combination of the interests of Egypt, as 
a sovereign state, with the interests of all other 
users of the Suez Canal. 

At the London conference the legality of the 
Egyptian Government's action in nationalising 
the Suez Canal Company was in fact admitted by 
the majority of those taking part. The representa- 
tives of a number of countries, in touching on 
ways for settling the Suez question, spoke quite 
definitely in favour of its settlement by peaceful 
means. A similar settlement of the question was 
also advocated by the governments of many co- 
untries which did not take part in the work of 
the conference but which are interested in navi- 
gation through the Suez Canal. 

The attempts of certain states to force on 
Egypt, in the name of the London conference, the 
proposal to withdraw the Suez Canal from the 
control and sovereignty of Egypt, failed. The 
conference took only one decision—to convey to 
the Egyptian Government a complete verbatim re- 
port of the conference. The sponsors of the reso- 
lution in favour of international operation of the 
Suez Canal, however, decided to act separately, 
outside the framework of the conference, setting 
up for this purpose the so-called five-power com- 
mittee. This committee was set up for the obvi- 
ous purpose of trying to force on Egypt the so- 
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called ‘Dulles plan”, which provides for transfer- 
ring the Suez Canal to foreign control. 

Simultaneously with the attempts to force the 
“Dulles plan’ on Egypt, the governments of 
Britain and France, with a view to exerting pres- 
sure on Egypt and other Arab countries, took the 
path of carrying out military measures. They 
have concentrated naval, air and land forces at 
the approaches to the Suez Canal and are conti- 
nuing to do so. In agreement with the British 
Government, the French high command has sent 
military units, including paratroops and air for- 
mations, to Cyprus. French planes, bringing pa- 
ratroops from Madagascar, are arriving in the 
area of Djibouti (French Somaliland). Increasing- 
ly extensive measures for mobilisation are be- 
ing carried out in Britain, and merchant ships are 
being requisitioned for the urgent transport of 
troops and ammunition to the Middle East. More 
and more military contingents are being sent 
from British and French ports to areas adjacent 
to the Suez Canal. Organs of the press, instiga- 
ted by bellicose circles in Britain and France, are 
demanding the adoption of immediate and deci- 
sive military measures against Egypt. 

Obviously with the same purpose of bringing 
pressure to bear on Egypt, an extraordinary ses- 
sion of the North Atlantic bloc (NATO) was re- 
cently called, at which the Suez Canal question 
was discussed. Not embarrassed by the fact that 
they continue to proclaim this bloc a ‘“defensive’’ 
and “regional” organisation, Britain and France, 
with United States support, are attempting to use 
NATO against Egypt. Clearly, the organisers of 
the Atlantic bloc are trying to draw into these 
dangerous plans other members of the Atlantic 
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bloc who would like to remain aloof. 

The reports on the recent London conference 
of the Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers of 
Britain and France, in which military representa- 
tives of the two countries took part, go to show 
that the governments of these countries are con- 
tinuing their policy of military preparations 
against Egypt. At the emergency session of the Bri- 
tish Parliament on September 12, the Prime Mi- 
nister, Sir Anthony Eden, referring to agreement 
with the governments of the United States and 
France, made a statement about the immediate 
establishment of a so-called Canal Users’ Asso- 
ciation, to consist primarily of the afore-mentio- 
ned three governments, which, in the words of 
the British Prime Minister, is to undertake ‘‘co- 
ordination of traffic’ through the Suez Canal, 
the engaging and employing of pilots and the 
levying of dues for the passage of ships through 
the canal. And it was stated that should the 
Egyptian Government refuse to collaborate with 
this organisation, Egypt would be regarded as 
being in breach of the 1888 Convention. 

In broad international circles this plan of the 
three powers is justly regarded as a dangerous 
provocation, leading to still greater aggravation 
of the situation in connection with the Suez qu- 
estion and to the artificial creation of incidents 
which could be used as a pretext for the use of 
force against Egypt. 

Connected with this plan, there is also such a 
measure—clearly designed to disrupt the normal 
working of the canal—as the Western powers’ re- 
call of foreign pilots working on the canal. 

It is not difficult to realise that the whole of 
this plan is aimed at withdrawing the operation 
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of the canal from Egyptian hands and putting it 
under foreign control, though one cannot fail to 
see that realisation of such a plan is only possi- 
ble by using force against Egypt. If the object of 
this plan is not the artificial aggravation of the 
situation and the creation of incidents, then one 
may ask what need there is for the establishment 
of some foreign association for the operation of 
an Egyptian canal, which is the property of the 
Egyptian state, of the Egyptian people. The Bri- 
tish Government tries to justify military prepa- 
rations against Egypt by alleging that Egypt, in 
nationalising the Suez Canal Company, employed 
force. This statement, however, is presumably in- 
tended for people who are very naive. In actual 
fact, the Egyptian nationalisation of the private 
Suez Canal Company, which is an internal affair 
of Egypt, was carried out in accordance with her 
lawful rights, and it would be absurd to justify 
attempts to use armed force against Egypt by 
reference to this nationalisation. Moreover, it is 
not Egypt who is sending her troops against Bri- 
tain and France but, on the contrary, it is the 
troops of these powers that are being concentra- 
ted in the vicinity of Egypt. 

In carrying out military measures directed 
against Egypt, the French Government alleges 
that it is doing this with a view to protecting 
French nationals living in Egypt. But who could 
take such assertions seriously when it is well 
known that no one has threatened or is threaten- 
ing French nationals in Egypt? In this connecti- 
on it would not be out of place to recall that 
this method has frequently been resorted to pre- 
viously, as a pretext for seizing and enslaving 
countries of the East. 
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Nor is it possible to fail to note that although 
a great deal is being said in the United States 
about a peaceful settlement of the question, in 
actual fact the United States does not protest 
against the concentration of troops and the threats 
to employ them, which cannot but encourage ad- 
vocates of the use of force against Egypt in Bri- 
tain and France. Moreover, in his statement at 
the press conference on September 11, Mr. Eisen- 
hower, the President of the United States, in ac- 
tual fact allowed the permissibility of the use of 
armed force against Egypt by Britain and Fran- 
ce, and a still clearer idea of the United States 
position is provided by the statement made by 
Secretary of State Dulles at a press conference on 
September 13, when, in the first place, he also 
allowed the permissibility of Britain and France 
using force against Egypt when their ships went 
through the canal and, in the second place, de- 
clared outright that the United States was spon- 
soring the establishment of the afore-mentioned 
“Canal Users’ Association.” 

The Soviet Government considers it necessary 
to declare that the military preparations that are 
being carried out by Britain and France, with 
United States support, with a view to exerting 
pressure on Egypt over the Suez question, is in 
flagrant contradiction with the principles of the 
United Nations. The United Nations Organisa- 
tion, however, was set up by the joint efforts of 
the states, and particularly the great powers, pre- 
cisely for the purpose of ensuring a peaceful life 
for the nations. It is its direct duty to examine 
conflicts and friction that may arise in the rela- 
tions between states and to prevent events from 
developing in such a way as might lead to a 
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breach of the peace. 

The United Nations Charter expressly prohi- 
bits the use of force against any state, with the 
exception of cases of self-defence in the event of 
an armed attack on any particular state, or the 
threat of force, and makes it incumbent to seek 
peaceful means of settling disputes that may 
arise between states. The Charter, of course, also 
provides for the possibility of the use of force— 
sanctions, but only in those extreme cases in 
which it is necessary to rebuff an aggressor and 
ensure the maintenance or restoration of peace. 
But even in such circumstances, which do not 
apply in the present instance, the question of the 
use of force is to be decided, not at the discre- 
tion of this or that country or group of countries, 
guided by their own narrow considerations, but 
in accordance with the decisions of the Security 
Council, which has the appropriate authority for 
this, according to the United Nations Charter. 

Consequently, the governments of Britain and 
France have no grounds whatsoever for resorting 
to the threat of force or the use of force against 
Egypt, who has carried out her lawful rights as 
a sovereign state with regard to the Suez Canal 
Company. The actions of Britain and France can- 
not be reconciled with their membership of the 
United Nations, especially if it be borne in mind 
that both countries are permanent members of 
the Security Council bearing particular responsi- 
bility for the preservation of peace. The military 
preparations being carried out by these powers 
against Egypt cannot be regarded as other than 
a manifestation of the intention of Britain and 
France to seize the Suez Canal, which runs 
through Egyptian territory and is under Egypti- 
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an sovereignty. Such actions cannot be assessed 
as other than an act of aggression against Egypt, 
in whatever way they attempt to present them to 
us. 
Taking the path of military threats, Britain and 
France are not only creating a situation which is 
dangerous to the cause of peace, but are also 
running the risk of doing irreparable harm to 
themselves. There can hardly be any doubt that 
a military attack on Egypt and military actions 
in that region would lead to immense destruction 
on the Suez Canal and also in the oilfields situa- 
ted in the countries of the Arab East and to the 
oil pipelines which cross the territories of those 
countries. There can be no doubt that such a de- 
velopment of events would also do considerable 
harm to other countries which have extensive 
economic ties with the countries of the East. 

If a foreign invasion were undertaken against 
Egypt, it would undoubtedly, apart from the ma- 
terial consequences of such acts which have been 
mentioned above, arouse the profound indigna- 
tion of the peoples of Asia and Africa against the 
governments of the countries that were embark- 
ing on the path of aggression. Those peoples are 
deeply aware that the historical development of 
mankind is leading to the complete liquidation 
of colonialism, and no forces can halt this pro- 
cess. 

The campaign of military threats and the mili- 
tary measures being carried out by Britain and 
France show that in these countries there are cer- 
tain circles which are engaged in incitement to 
the adoption of military action against Egypt. 
They are urging that a settlement of the Suez 
Canal question be imposed on Egypt by force of 
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arms. However, they forget that in our time, 
with the existence of the impetuous upsurge of 
the peoples of the East, who have set out on the 
path of independent development and national 
rebirth, and in an age when such _ destructive 
forms of weapons exist as atomic and hydrogen 
weapons, it is impossible to threaten and rattle 
the sabre, it is impossible to act as people once 
did in the period of colonial conquests. 

The threats to use force in relation to Egypt 
are being decisively condemned by the public all 
over the world, including ever wider circles of the 
public in Britain and France. In this connection, 
one cannot but note the attitude of the British 
trade unions which, at their recent congress in 
Brighton, categorically declared themselves 
against the use of force or threats to use force in 
settling the Suez question, and also the position 
of the French General Confederation of Labour, 
which condemns these threatening measures and 
this sabre-rattling. 

The Soviet Government considers it necessary 
again to declare that it supports the view that 
freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal 
should be ensured for all countries and that such 
a situation can, and should be brought about 
only by peaceful means, taking into account the 
inalienable sovereign rights of Egypt, as well as 
the interests of the states using the Suez Canal. 
There is no other way, if one does not want to 
provoke grave conflict and artificially aggravate 
the situation. 

The Soviet Government takes into account the 
importance which the Suez Canal has for Britain 
and France as maritime states, and the part which 
it plays in their economic relations with the 








countries of the East. The Soviet Union itself 
attaches great importance to the freedom of na- 
vigation and normal functioning of the Suez Ca- 
nal, to which reference is made in the Soviet Go- 
vernment’s statement of August 9 and the state- 
ment of the USSR delegation at the London con- 
ference. 

The Government of the USSR, however, is 
deeply convinced that the Suez question can and 
must be settled by peaceful means, all the more 
so because the Egyptian Government expresses 
its complete readiness, for its part, to take an 
active part in such a settlement. It is well known 
that the Egyptian Government has more than 
once declared its readiness to observe the 1888 
Convention on freedom of navigation through 
the Suez Canal, and has also expressed its agree- 
ment to take part, jointly with the interested 
states, in the work to prepare and conclude a 
new international convention which should ac- 
cord with present-day conditions and with the 
spirit of the times, and replace the 1888 Conven- 
tion. Moreover, as is well known, the Egyptian 
Government, desiring to ensure freedom of na- 
vigation through the canal, is taking steps neces- 
sary for the normal operation of the canal, which 
is functioning without interruption. 

On September 10, 1956, the Egyptian Govern- 
ment sent to all states interested in the freedom 
of navigation through the Suez Canal, a Note in 
which it again affirmed its readiness for a peace- 
ful settlement of the Suez question and propo- 
sed to convene, together with the other govern- 
ments, which signed the Constantinople Conven- 
tion of 1888, a conference to review that Con- 
vention and to discuss the conclusion of an agree- 
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ment confirming and guaranteeing freedom of 
navigation through the Suez Canal. 

Wishing to assist in the peaceful settlement of 
the Suez question, the Soviet Government re- 
ceived this Note of the Egyptian Government with 
satisfaction and expressed its willingness to take 
part in the above-mentioned international confe- 
rence. Moreover the Soviet Government expres- 
sed support for the view that all countries which 
signed the 1888 Convention should be represen- 
ted at the conference, including the successor 
states of countries which signed the above-men- 
tioned Convention, the Arab countries which are 
territorially situated in direct proximity to the 
canal and are vitally interested in the peaceful 
settlement of this question, and other countries 
using the Suez Canal. 

On this basis and guided by the need for a 
peaceful settlement of the Suez question, the So- 
viet Government expresses its willingness to take 
part in the work of the body proposed by the 
Government of Egypt for conducting negotia- 
tions, in which the various viewpoints of the states 
using the canal would be represented with a view 
to seeking an acceptable basis for the settlement 
of the question of the Suez Canal. 

The Soviet Union has taken a number of steps 
contributing to a just solution of the Suez ques- 
tion by means of negotiation. It is continuing, and 
will continue its efforts in this direction. 

The Soviet Government expresses the hope that 
all to whom the interests of peace are dear and 
who, not in words but in deeds, desire to build 
their relations with other countries on the prin- 
ciples of equality and non-interference in the in- 
ternal affairs of other countries, will take steps 


so that the Suez question may be settled by peace- 
ful means in accordance with the national in- 
terests and rights of Egypt and the interests of 
strengthening peace and international co-opera- 
tion. 

The USSR, as a great power, cannot stand 
aloof from the Suez question and cannot fail to 
display concern at the situation which has come 
about at the present time as a result of the actions 
of the Western powers. This is understandable, 
because any violation of peace in the region of 
the Middle East cannot but affect the interests of 
the security of the Soviet state. 

The Soviet Government considers that the Uni- 
ted Nations Organisation cannot but react to the 
situation which has been created by the threats 
to use force in relation to Egypt, to which certain 
states-members of that Organisation—are resort- 
ing. Such threats are in flagrant contradiction 
with the principles and Charter of the United 
Nations, which bind all members of that Organi- 
sation, in their international relations, to refrain 
from threats of force and the use of force, either 
against the territorial integrity or the political 
independence of any state, or in any other way 
that is incompatible with the noble aims and 
peaceful principles of the United Nations. 


Izvestia, September 16, 1956 


Soviet Government’s Statement on Armed 
Aggression Against Egypt 


October 31, 1956 


Egypt has fallen victim to aggression. Her ter- 
ritory has been invaded by Israeli forces and she 
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faces the danger of a landing by British and 
French forces. 

The Israeli forces crossed the Egyptian fron- 
tier on the night of October 29 and opened an 
offensive along the Sinai Peninsula in the direc- 
tion of the Suez Canal. 

The action of the Israeli Government constitu- 
tes armed aggression and an open breach of the 
United Nations Charter. The facts indicate that 
the invasion by the Israeli forces has clearly been 
calculated to be used as an excuse for the Western 
powers, primarily Britain and France, to bring 
their troops into the territory of the Arab states, 
notably, into the Suez Canal zone. To cover up 
their aggressive actions, the Western powers are 
invoking the colonialist declaration of 1950 by 
the United States of America, the United King- 
dom and France, which has been unanimously 
rejected by all the Arab states. The Government 
of Israel, operating as a tool of imperialist cir- 
cles bent on restoring the regime of colonial op- 
pression in the East, has challenged all the Arab 
peoples, all the peoples of the East fighting aga- 
inst colonialism. The course which the extremist 
ruling circles of Israel have taken is a criminal 
one and dangerous, above all to the state of Is- 
rael itself and to its future. 

Following the armed attack by Israel, the Go- 
vernments of the United Kingdom and France 
presented an ultimatum to Egypt on October 30, 
demanding key positions for their forces on Egyp- 
tian territory—in Suez, Port Said and Ismailia— 
for the alleged purpose of preventing hostilities 
between Israel and Egypt. In spite of the fact 
that the Government of Egypt, acting in defence 
of the country’s sovereignty and territorial inte- 
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grity, has rejected this demand, Britain and France 
have dispatched their troops for landing on 
Egyptian territory. The governments of the Uni- 
ted Kingdom and France have thus taken the 
course of armed intervention against Egypt, rid- 
ing roughshod over the legitimate rights of the 
sovereign Egyptian state. 

This line of action by the governments of the 
United Kingdom and France is incompatible with 
the principles and purposes of the United Na- 
tions, is a gross violation of the solemn commit- 
ments of the member-states of the United Na- 
tions, and constitutes an act of aggression against 
the Egyptian state. 

The Government of the Soviet Union resolu- 
tely condemns the act of aggression against Egypt 
by the governments of Britain, France and Israel. 
The freedom-loving peoples of the world fervent- 
ly sympathise with the Egyptian people waging 
a just struggle in defence of their national inde- 
pendence. 

The Soviet Government considers that the Se- 
curity Council of the United Nations must, for 
the sake of preserving peace and tranquillity in 
the Middle East, take prompt measures towards 
ending the aggressive actions of Britain, France 
and Israel against Egypt, and towards the imme- 
diate withdrawal of the interventionist forces 
from Egyptian territory. 

The Soviet Government holds that all respon- 
sibility for the dangerous consequences of these 
aggressive actions against Egypt will rest entire- 
ly with the governments which have taken the 
line of disturbing peace and security, the line of 
aggression. 

Izvestia, November 1, 1956 
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Speech by Soviet Representative A. A. Sobolev 
at Special Emergency Session of UN General 
Assembly on Aggression Against Egypt by 

Great Britain, France and Israel * 


November 1, 1956 


Everything bears out the fact, A. A. Sobolev 
said, that Israel's aggression, just as the aggres- 
sion by Britain and France, against Egypt is be- 
ing effected according to a single plan drawn up 
in advance by the British and French govern- 
ments. 

The Israeli Government having launched agg- 
ressive actions against Egypt has been a tool in 
the hands of the imperialist circles. These actions 
by the ruling extremist circles in Israel are cri- 
minal and dangerous, first and foremost for the 
Israeli state itself and for its future. 

In launching aggressive actions against Egypt, 
Britain and France have taken a course incompa- 
tible with the principles and purposes of the Uni- 
ted Nations. The British and French representa- 
tives have prevented the Security Council from 
taking the necessary measures to cut short the 
aggression against Egypt. At a time when the Se- 
curity Council was discussing this matter, the 
British and French governments, circumventing 
the Security Council, resorted to threats and sent 
an ultimatum to Egypt, and launched open mili- 
tary actions against the Egyptian state. 

It is patently obvious that the British and 
French statements on the protection of naviga- 
tion through the Suez Canal is only a pretext to 
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cover up the aggressive actions taken by Britain 
and France against the Egyptian state. 

The peoples of the Soviet Union, Sobolev con- 
cluded, are joining their voices to the demand of 
the peoples of the whole world, calling upon the 
United Nations to take resolute and effective 
measures to put an immediate end to the armed 
aggression against Egypt by Britain, France and 
Israel. 

In its statement of October 31, the USSR Go- 
vernment resolutely condemned the act of agg- 
ression against Egypt by Britain, France and Is- 
rael. The USSR Government considers that for 
the sake of maintaining peace and tranquillity in 
the Middle East, the United Nations has to take 
urgent measures to put an end to the military 
actions launched by Britain, France and Israel 
against Egypt and to bring about the immediate 
withdrawal of the interventionists’ armed forces 
from the territory of Egypt. 

The USSR delegation urges the General As- 
sembly: 

(1) To condemn the armed attack on Egypt by 
Britain, France and Israel as an act of aggression 
incompatible with the purposes and principles of 
the United Nations; 

(2) To demand of Britain, France and Israel 
an immediate cease-fire and withdrawal of their 
armed forces from the territory of Egypt and 
from Egyptian territorial waters; 

(3) To appoint a United Nations commission to 
supervise the fulfilment of the recommendations 
of the special emergency session of the General 
Assembly. 


Izvestia, November 3, 1956 
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USSR Foreign Minister's Appeal to Security 
Council President 


November 5, 1956 


Egypt has fallen victim to aggression by Bri- 
tain, France and Israel. Egyptian towns and inha- 
bited localities are being savagely bombed by 
the Anglo-French air forces. Landing operations 
and direct invasion of Egyptian territory by the 
interventionist troops have begun. Casualties 
among civilians are increasing and material va- 
lues are being destroyed. The aggressive war 
against Egypt is being intensified notwithstand- 
ing the decision taken on November 2 by the 
special emergency session of the United Nations 
General Assembly on a cease-fire and the with- 
drawal of all foreign troops that have invaded 
Egypt. 

The situation which has developed makes im- 
perative the adoption by the United Nations of 
immediate and effective measures to curb aggres- 
sion. If at this crusial moment the United Na- 
tions is unable to curb the aggressors, this will 
undermine the confidence of the peoples of the 
whole world in it, and its lofty ideals and prin- 
ciples will be trampled underfoot. 

As a champion of peace and the security of 
peoples, the Soviet Government requests that a 
meeting of the Security Council be called imme- 
diately to discuss the following question: ‘On the 
non-fulfilment by the United Kingdom, France 
and Israel of the decision taken by the General 
Assembly’s special emergency session on Novem- 
ber 2, and on the immediate measures to cut 
short the aggression by the afore-mentioned 
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states against Egypt.” 

With the object of taking swift and effective 
measures to put an end to the aggressive war 
against the Egyptian people, the Government of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics proposes 
the following draft resolution of the Security Co- 
uncil: 

“The Security Council, 

“Bearing in mind that the resolution adopted 
by the special emergency session of the General 
Assembly of November 2, 1956, and recommend- 
ing the governments of the United Kingdom, 
France and Israel immediately to put an end to 
the military operations against Egypt and to 
withdraw their forces from Egyptian territory, has 
not been implemented by the afore-mentioned 
states and that the military operations against 
Egypt continue, 

“Proceeding from the need of taking immedi- 
ate measures to curb the aggression against Egypt 
unleashed by the United Kingdom, France and 
Israel, 

“Proposes to the governments of the United 
Kingdom, France and Israel that they immedi- 
ately, but not later than twelve hours after the 
adoption of this resolution, discontinue all milit- 
ary operations against Egypt and within three 
days withdraw the troops that have invaded 
Egyptian territory. 

“The Security Council, in conformity with Ar- 
ticle 42 of the United Nations Charter, considers 
it necessary that all the United Nations member- 
States, and primarily the United States and the 
USSR, as permanent members of the Security 
Council which have powerful air and naval for- 
ces, render armed and other assistance to the 
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victim of aggression, the Egyptian Republic, by 
dispatching naval and air forces, military units, 
volunteers, instructors, materiel and other aid if 
the United Kingdom, France and Israel do not 
comply with this resolution in the stated time.” 

The Soviet Government, on its part, declares 
its readiness to make its contribution to curbing 
the aggressors, to defending the victims of aggres- 
sion and restoring peace, by dispatching to Egypt 
the necessary air and naval forces. 

The Soviet Government expresses its confiden- 
ce that the member-states of the United Na- 
tions will take the necessary measures to defend 
the sovereign rights of the Egyptian state and 
to restore peace. 

I ask you, Mr. President, to circulate this state- 
ment of the Soviet Government to all the mem- 
bers of the Security Council and to all other mem- 
ber-states of the United Nations. 


Izvestia, November 6, 1956 


Message from Chairman of the USSR Council 
of Ministers to Prime Minister of Great Britain 


November 5, 1956 


Esteemed Mr. Prime Minister, 

The Soviet Government considers it necessary 
to draw your attention to the fact that the agg- 
ressive war engineered by Britain and France 
against the Egyptian state, in which Israel play- 
ed the role of an instigator, is fraught with very 
dangerous consequences for universal peace. 

The special emergency session of the General 


90 





Assembly has adopted a decision on the imme- 
diate ending of hostilities and the withdrawal of 
foreign troops from Egyptian territory. Disre- 
garding this, Britain, France and Israel are inten- 
sifying military operations, are continuing the 
barbarous bombing of Egyptian towns and villa- 
ges, have landed troops on Egyptian territory, 
are reducing her inhabited localities to ruins and 
are killing civilians. 

Thus, the Government of Britain, together with 
the governments of France and Israel, has em- 
barked upon unprovoked aggression against 
Egypt. 

The motives cited by the British Government 
in justifying the attack on Egypt are absolutely 
fallacious. First of all, the British Government 
stated that it was intervening in the conflict bet- 
ween Israel and Egypt in order to prevent the 
Suez Canal from becoming a zone of military 
operations. Following the British and French in- 
tervention, the Suez Canal area has become a zone 
of military operations and navigation through 
the canal has been disrupted, which harms the 
interests of nations using the canal. 

Attempts to justify the aggression by reference 
to the interests of Britain and France in freedom 
of navigation through the Suez Canal are also 
fallacious. We understand your special interest 
in the canal. This, however, does not entitle you 
to conduct military operations against the Egyp- 
tian people. At the same time, the governments 
of Britain and France cannot assume the role of 
judges in the question of the means of securing 
freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal, 
since many other states that are denouncing the 
aggressive actions of Britain and France and de- 
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manding the maintenance of peace and tranquil- 
lity in the Middle East, have no less interest in 
it. Furthermore it is well known that freedom of 
navigation through the Suez Canal was fully en- 
sured by Egypt. 

e Suez Canal issue was only a pretext for 
British and French aggression, which has other 
and far-reaching aims. It cannot be concealed 
that in actual fact an aggressive predatory war is 
now unfolding against the Arab peoples with the 
object of destroying the national independence 
of the states of the Middle East and of re-estab- 
lishing the regime of colonial slavery rejected by 
the peoples. 

There is no justification for the fact that the 
armed forces of Britain and France, two great 
powers that are permanent members of the Se- 
curity Council, have attacked a country which 
only recently acquired its national independence 
and which does not possess adequate means for 
self-defence. 

In what situation would Britain find herself if 
she were attacked by stronger states, possessing 
all types of modern destructive weapons? And 
such countries could, at the present time, refrain 
from sending naval or air forces to the shores of 
Britain and use other means—for instance, rocket 
weapons. Were rocket weapons used against Bri- 
tain and France, you would, most probably, call 
this a barbarous action. But how does the inhu- 
man attack launched by the armed forces of Bri- 
tain and France against a practically defenceless 
Egypt differ from this? 

With deep anxiety over the developments in 
the Middle East, and guided by the interests of 
the maintenance of universal peace, we think 





that the Government of Britain should listen to 
the voice of reason and put an end to the war 
in Egypt. We call upon you, upon Parliament, 
upon the Labour Party, the trade unions, upon 
the whole of the British people: Put an end to 
the armed aggression; stop the bloodshed. The 
war in Egypt can spread to other countries and 
turn into a third world war. 

The Soviet Government has already addressed 
the United Nations and the President of the Uni- 
ted States of America with the proposal to resort, 
jointly with other United Nations member-sta- 
tes, to the use of naval and air forces in order to 
end the war in Egypt and to curb aggression. 
We are fully determined to crush the aggressors 
by the use of force and to restore peace in the 
East. 

We hope that at this critical moment you will 
show due common sense and draw the appropri- 
ate conclusions. 


Izvestia, November 6, 1956 


Message from Chairman of the USSR Council of 
Ministers to Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of France 


November 5, 1956 


Esteemed Mr. President, 

I regard it as my duty to address you on the 
question of the situation which is taking shape in 
connection with the Franco-British aggression 
being unfolded in Egypt. 

I must tell you with all frankness that the war 








launched by France and Britain, using Israel, 
against the Egyptian state is fraught with very 
dangerous consequences for universal peace. 

The overwhelming majority of the United Na- 
tions member-states went on record at the emer- 
gency session of the General Assembly in favour 
of the immediate discontinuation of military ope- 
rations and the withdrawal of the foreign troops 
from Egyptian territory. Nevertheless the milit- 
ary operations in Egypt are being extended more 
and more, Egyptian towns and villages are being 
barbarously bombed, French and British troops 
have landed on Egyptian territory, and the blood 
of completely innocent people is being shed. 

Acting in this way the French Government, to- 
gether with the governments of Britain and Isra- 
el, has embarked upon unprovoked aggression 
against the Egyptian state. 

Though the French and British governments co- 
ver up the armed attack on Egypt by all kinds of 
references to their special interest in the normal 
functioning of the Suez Canal, it is now obvious 
that it is not a question of freedom of navigation 
through the Suez Canal, which was ensured by 
Egypt and which has now been disrupted by the 
armed actions of France and Britain, but a ques- 
tion of the desire of the colonialists to put again 
the yoke of colonial slavery on the peoples of the 
Arab East who are fighting for their national in- 
dependence and freedom. 

During our meeting in Moscow last May you 
said that socialist ideals inspired you in all your 
work. But what has socialism in common with 
the predatory armed attack on Egypt, which is 
an open colonial war? How can one reconcile the 
ideas of socialism with the treacherous attack by 
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France on a country which but recently achieved 
independence and which has not enough arms 
for its defence? 


We are deeply convinced that the colonialist 
war against Egypt runs counter to the vital inte- 
rests of the French people, who just as ardently 
as the peoples of Britain and the Soviet Union 
want the maintenance of peace and the develop- 
ment of economic and cultural co-operation with 
other peoples. 

In what situation would France find herself 
were she attacked by other states that have mo- 
dern formidable means of destruction? 


Guided by the interests of the maintenance of 
peace, we urge the Government of France, as 
well as the Parliament and all the people of 
France to halt the aggression and to end the 
bloodshed. We call upon you, upon Parliament, 
the Socialist Party, the trade unions, upon all the 
French people to put an end to the armed aggres- 
sion, to stop the bloodshed. One cannot fail to 
see that the war in Egypt can spread to other 
countries and turn into a third world war. 

I consider it my duty to inform you that the 
Soviet Government has already addressed to the 
United Nations and to the President of the Uni- 
ted States of America a proposal to use, jointly 
with other members of the United Nations, na- 
val and air forces to end the war in Egypt and to 
curb aggression. The Soviet Government is fully 
determined to use force in order to smash the 
aggressors and restore peace in the East. 

There is still time to show common sense, to 
halt, to prevent the bellicose forces from gaining 
the upper hand. 
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We hope that at this crucial moment the French 
Government will soberly assess the situation cre- 
ated and will draw the appropriate conclusions. 


Izvestia, November 6, 1956 


Message from Chairman of the USSR Council of 
Ministers to Prime Minister of Israel 


November 5, 1956 


Mr. Prime Minister, 

The Soviet Government has already expressed 
its resolute condemnation of the armed aggres- 
sion against Egypt by Israel, as well as by Britain 
and France, which was a direct and open viola- 
tion of the Charter and principles of the United 
Nations. 

The overwhelming majority of the countries 
of the world have also denounced, at the special 
emergency session of the General Assembly, the 
act of aggression perpetrated against the Egypti- 
an state and have called upon the governments 
of Israel, Britain and France to cease military 
operations immediately and to withdraw the in- 
vading forces from Egyptian territory. 

All peace-loving mankind is indignantly con- 
demning the criminal actions of the aggressors 
who have encroached upon the territorial integri- 
ty, sovereignty and independence of the Egypti- 
an state. 

Disregarding this, the Government of Israel, 
acting as an instrument of outside imperialist 
forces, is continuing the reckless adventure, chal- 
lenging all the peoples of the East who are fight- 





ing against colonialism, for their freedom and 
independence, and all the peace-loving peoples 
of the world. 

Such actions by the Government of Israel 
graphically show the worth of all the false assu- 
rances about Israel’s love for peace and her de- 
sire for peaceful co-existence with the neighbour- 
ing Arab states. With these assurances the Israe- 
li Government has in fact only tried to blunt the 
vigilance of the other peoples while preparing a 
traitorous attack against her neighbours. 

Fulfilling the will of others, acting on instruc- 
tions from abroad, the Israeli Government is cri- 
minally and irresponsibly playing with the fate 
of peace, with the fate of its own people. It is 
sowing a hatred for the state of Israel among the 
peoples of the East such as cannot but make 
itself felt with regard to the future of Israel and 
which puts in jeopardy the very existence of Is- 
rael as a state. 

The Soviet Government, vitally interested in 
the maintenance of peace and the safeguarding 
of tranquillity in the Middle East, is at the pre- 
sent time taking measures in order to put an 
end to the war and curb the aggressors. 

We expect that the Government of Israel will 
change its mind, while there is still time, and 
discontinue its military operations against Egypt. 
We call upon you, upon Parliament, upon the 
working people of the state of Israel, upon all 
the people of Israel: Put an end to the aggressi- 
on, stop the bloodshed, and withdraw your troops 
from Egyptian territory. 

Taking into account the situation that has ari- 
sen, the Soviet Government has decided to inst- 
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ruct its Ambassador in Tel Aviv to depart from 
Israel and leave immediately for Moscow. 

We hope that the Government of Israel will 
properly understand and assess this warning of 
ours. 


Izvestia, November 6, 1956 


TASS Statement on Aggression Against Egypt 
by Great Britain, France and Israel 


November 10, 1956 


TASS is authorised to state the following: 

Satisfaction is expressed in the leading circles 
of the Soviet Union in connection with the state- 
ments made by the governments of Britain, 
France and Israel to the effect that they have dis- 
continued military operations against Egypt. 
This decision of the governments of these states 
shows that at long last they have heeded the voice 
of common sense and _ yielded to the demands 
of the peoples, who have resolutely condemned 
the aggression against Egypt. 

Only two or three days ago the situation in 
the Middle East was such that the military ac- 
tions against Egypt could have spread to other 
areas. The reckless policy prompted by the nar- 
row interests of certain circles of Britain, France 
and Israel created a menacing situation which 
could have entailed grave consequences for the 
peoples, for universal peace. 

While the ending of hostilities against Egypt 
is noted as a positive fact, apprehension is ex- 





pressed in the leading circles of the Soviet Union 
lest these moves by the circles which unleashed 
the aggressive war against Egypt should be a 
mere manoeuvre designed to gain time, to ob- 
tain a respite for an even greater accumulation of 
forces with a view to resuming the aggressive 
war against Egypt and other countries of the 
Middle East on an even greater scale. 


The basis for this apprehension is provided 
primarily by the fact that even after the state- 
ments of the governments of Britain, France and 
Israel on a cease-fire, British and French forces 
subjected Port Said to savage bombing and lan- 
ded new detachments in that area. More destruc- 
tion and more casualties have been added to the 
destruction and heavy material losses and nume- 
rous casualties caused by the barbarous bombing 
of Egyptian towns and inhabited localities. Besi- 
des, it follows from official statements of the 
British and French governments that on various 
pretexts they are refusing at the present time to 
withdraw their troops stationed on the territory 
of Egypt. 

All this obliges the peoples to be on the alert 
and vigilantly keep watch over the machina- 
tions of the aggressors. 

The peoples of the Soviet Union are unanimous 
in condemning the initiators of the aggressive war 
against the Egyptian people, and fully support 
the resolute measures of the Soviet Government 
aimed at cutting short the aggression against 
Egypt. 

The position of the Soviet Government has 
been expressed in the letters of N. A. Bulganin, 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 








USSR, to Mr. Dwight D. Eisenhower, President 
of the United States, Sir Anthony Eden, Prime 
Minister of Britain, M. Guy Mollet, Prime Mi- 
nister of France, and Mr. Ben-Gurion, Prime Mi- 
nister of Israel, dated November 5, and also in 
the appeal of the Soviet Government to the Secu- 
rity Council, and the Soviet Union is fully deter- 
mined to carry into life the statements contained 
therein unless the aggression against Egypt is 
ended in compliance with the decisions of the 
special emergency session of the United Nations 
General Assembly. 


The Soviet people are deeply concerned about 
the fate of peace and are fully aware of the con- 
sequences to which the extension of the armed 
conflict could lead if the aggressors in Egypt are 
not rebuffed. The Soviet people resolutely de- 
nounce all attempts to re-impose the yoke of colo- 


nial oppression on the Egyptian people by force 
of arms. 


A graphic expression of the warm sympathy of 
the Soviet people for the Egyptian people, as well 
as for the other peoples of the East fighting for 
their national independence and freedom, is pro- 
vided by numerous statements of Soviet citizens, 
among whom are many pilots, tankmen, artillery- 
men and officers of the reserve—participants in 
the Great Patriotic War-who ask to be allowed 
to go to Egypt as volunteers, in order to fight to- 
gether with the Egyptian people to drive the agg- 
ressors from Egyptian soil. 


The Soviet Union has always been, and re- 
mains, a consistent champion of friendship, co- 
operation and the peaceful co-existence of states, 
irrespective of their social systems. This policy 
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stems from the very nature of the Soviet state, 
from the behests of its founder, the great Lenin. 
But the Soviet people have never been, nor will 
they be, passive onlookers in the event of inter- 
national outrages, when some colonial powers or 
others are trying to re-enslave by force of arms 
the states of the East which have become inde- 
pendent. 


They also sympathise with the peoples who are 
trying to cast off the shameful colonial yoke and 
to obtain independence. The Soviet people there- 
fore condemn the colonial war which is being 
waged against the unarmed people of Algeria, 
where blood has been flowing for several years 
already. Thousands and thousands of Algerian 
patriots, who have only primitive means of de- 
fence, are waging a selfless struggle against the 
colonialists who are armed with up-to-date wea- 
pons and who are now covering up their crimes 
against the Algerian people with the banner of 
the Socialists of France. 


It has been stated in the leading circles of the 
USSR that if, in spite of the United Nations de- 
cisions, Britain, France and Israel do not evacu- 
ate all their troops from the territory of Egypt, 
and should they under various pretexts delay the 
implementation of these decisions and accumu- 
late forces creating a threat of a resumption of 
military operations against Egypt, the appropriate 
bodies in the Soviet Union would not hinder the 
departure of Soviet citizens—-volunteers who have 
expressed their desire to take part in the struggle 
of the Egyptian people for their independence. 


Izvestia, November 11, 1956 
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Message from Chairman of the USSR Council 
of Ministers to Prime Minister of Israel 


November 15, 1956 


Mr. Prime Minister, 

I have received your letter of November 8. Be- 
sides that, we have the texts of the official state- 
ments made by the leaders of the Israeli Govern- 
ment during the last few days, which enable us 
to judge about Israel’s position in connection 
with the situation which has arisen in the Middle 
East at the present time. 

The Soviet Government's position on the si- 
tuation in this region was outlined in my letter 
of November 5 to you. 

Since in your reply you try to justify Israel’s 
actions against Egypt, I feel I must briefly an- 
swer your arguments. 

You claim in your letter that the need for self- 
defence, because of some alleged danger to Isra- 
el from Egyptian territory, was the reason that the 
Israeli armed forces invaded the territory of 
Egypt. But in actual fact, it was Israel and not 
the Arab states, and this is stated by a number 
of the Security Council’s resolutions, that initia- 
ted many armed attacks on the territory of the 
neighbouring Arab countries. The Security Co- 
uncil expressed profound concern over the Isra- 
eli Government's failing to honour its commit- 
ments under the armistice agreements, and cal- 
led on the Israeli Government to fulfil its obli- 
gations from now on, or it would apply the ap- 
propriate sanctions under the UN Charter against 
Israel. 

Your very assertions that Israel ventured an 
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armed attack on Egypt because some danger alle- 
gedly stemming from the latter, means that the 
Government of Israel does not wish to abide by 
the UN Charter which forbids members of the 
United Nations to use force and demands that the 
states settle controversies by peaceful means 
only. 

The Soviet Government cannot overlook the 
fact that the Government of Israel not only fai- 
led to heed the appeal of the UN General Assem- 
bly for an immediate cease-fire and the withdraw- 
al of troops, but even openly announced its 
annexationist intentions with regard to Egypt- 
its predatory plans for annexing the Caza Strip, 
the Sinai Peninsula, and the Tiran and Sanafir 
islands in the Gulf of Aqaba. In your speech in 
the Israeli Parliament you declared that the ar- 
mistice agreements concluded between Israel and 
the Arab states were “invalid.” 

It should be noted that even when being com- 
pelled to agree to withdraw its troops from Egyp- 
tian territory the Government of Israel is never- 
theless trying to stipulate that in order to comply 
with these demands “‘satisfactory agreements 
must be concluded with the United Nations” 
with regard to international forces entering the 
“Suez Canal zone” which, as is well known, is an 
integral part of the sovereign Egyptian state. All 
this obviously contradicts the assertion in your 
letter that the policy of the Government of Israel 
is dictated by “‘a longing for peace” and “‘the vi- 
tal needs” of Israel. 

The Soviet Government is convinced that Isra- 
el’s current policy, intended to incite hostility to 
the Arabs and to suppress them, is really dange- 
rous for the cause of universal peace and lethal 
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for Israel. In actual fact, and the latest develop- 
ments have confirmed it, this policy is only in 
the interests of the external forces seeking to res- 
tore colonialism in this region. We are profound- 
ly convinced that it runs counter to the interests 
of absolutely all peoples of the Middle East. 

The Soviet Government warned the Govern- 
ment of Israel about the dangerous consequences 
for Israel should she launch aggressive military 
operations against the Arab states. We regret 
that you did not heed the warning. Egyptian 
towns and localities have been ruined as a result 
of Israel’s aggression, thousands of innocent peo- 
ple have been killed and crippled, Egypt’s com- 
munications, trade and economy have suffered. 
What has Israel gained? One must be blind not 
to see that the aggression has not benefitted Is- 
rael either. 

Undoubtedly, the aggression against Egypt has 
undermined Israel's international position, arou- 
sed deep hatred for Israel on the part of the 
Arabs and other eastern peoples, worsened Isra- 
el’s relations with many states and has brought 
about new economic and other difficulties. 

The Soviet Government takes into considera- 
tion the fact that the Government of Israel orde- 
red a cease-fire and then announced that Israeli 
troops would be withdrawn from Egyptian terri- 
tory. It goes without saying that the Israeli for- 
ces must be withdrawn from the territory of 
Egypt immediately. 

At the same time the Soviet Government consi- 
ders it necessary, for the sake of stabilising the 
Situation in the region of the Middle East and 
eliminating the consequences of aggression 
against Egypt, that measures be taken to rule out 
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any probability of new provocations by Israel 
against the neighbouring states and to ensure a 
stable peace and tranquillity in the Middle East. 

Justice demands that Israel, Britain and France 
compensate Egypt, as the victim of an unprovo- 
ked aggression, for the damage done her-—dest- 
ruction of Egyptian towns and localities, the 
shutting down of the Suez Canal and its installa- 
tions. Israel must also return to Egypt all the 
property that the invading Israeli armed forces 
have taken away from Egyptian territory. 

The Israeli Government having agreed to the 
establishment of the international UN forces, 
they must be stationed on both sides of the de- 
marcation line between Israel and Egypt, fixed 
by the armistice agreement and laid down in the 
UN resolution. 

I should like, Mr. Prime Minister, to express 
the hope that the Government of Israel will draw 
the proper conclusions from the lesson of recent 
events, conclusions that concern Israel as a par- 
ticipant in the aggression against Egypt. 


Izvestia, November 16, 1956 


TASS Statement on the “Eisenhower Doctrine” 
January 13, 1957 


The President of the United States of America, 
Mr. Dwight D. Eisenhower, on January 5 addres- 
sed a special message to Congress on the policy 
of the United States in the Middle East countries. 
In his message, which abounds in anti-Soviet re- 
marks, the President, describing the present si- 
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tuation in the Middle East as ‘‘critical,’’ deman- 
ded the authority to use the armed forces of the 
United States in the Middle East at any moment 
he might consider it necessary, without asking 
for the consent of Congress as is envisaged in 
the country’s Constitution. The President of the 
United States also demanded that he be empower- 
ed to render military and economic “aid” to the 
countries of the Middle East. It is envisaged, spe- 
cifically, that 200 million dollars will be spent 
for “economic support’ to countries of that area. 

President Eisenhower's message runs counter 
to the principles and the purposes of the United 
Nations and is fraught with grave danger to peace 
and security in the Middle East area. 

Great changes have taken place in that area 
recently. The peoples have developed there a he- 
roic struggle for their freedom and national in- | 
dependence, for complete liberation from impe- | 
rialist oppression. This endangers the interests of 
the biggest American and British monopolies, 
which are exploiting the natural wealth of the 
Middle East countries and making colossal su- 
per-profits. This has obviously disturbed the 
owners of the monopolies. } 

Unleashing aggression against Egypt, the go- 
vernments of Britain and France sought to res- | 
tore the positions of the colonialists in that part of — 
the world. They expected to crush Egypt, to de- | 
moralise thereby the other Arab states, and to 
pave the way for abolishing their national inde- 
pendence and for reimposing the domination of 
the colonial powers throughout the Middle East. 
Egypt was the first victim of aggression because 
her resolute actions set a good example of de- 
fending national rights and sovereignty. 
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In his message to Congress the President of 
the United States speaks of the sympathy which, 
he claims, the United States entertains for the 
Arab countries. Life, however, shows that in 
actual fact the American ruling circles are setting 
themselves obviously selfish aims in that area. It 
is a fact that when Egypt, as a result of the mili- 
tary aggression of Britain, France and Israel, 
was threatened with the loss of her national in- 
dependence, the United States refused to pool its 
efforts with the Soviet Union in the United Na- 
tions in order to take resolute measures to cut 
short the aggression. The primary concern of the 
United States was not the defence of peace and 
the national independence of the Arab countries, 
but the desire to take advantage of the weaken- 
ing of Britain and France in the Middle East to 
capture their positions. 

At present, when a favourable situation has 
developed in the Middle East and real possibili- 
ties for consolidating peace and settling outstand- 
ing issues in that area have been created, the 
Government of the United States has come for- 
ward with a programme which envisages flagrant 
interference by the United States in the affairs 
of the Arab countries, up to an including milit- 
ary intervention. The aggressive trend of this 
programme and its colonialist nature with regard 
to the Arab countries are so obvious that this 
cannot be disguised by any nebulous phrases 
about the love for peace and the concern claimed 
to be shown by the United States for the Middle 
East countries. 

It is permissible to ask: Of what love for peace 
do the authors of the “Eisenhower Doctrine” 
speak when the threat to the security of the 
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Middle East countries emanates precisely from 
member-states of NATO, in which the United 
States plays first fiddle? What concern for the 
afore-mentioned countries can be in question 
when it is the United States and its NATO part- 
ners that regard those countries merely as sour- 
ces of strategic raw materials and spheres for 
the investment of capital, with the object of ex- 
tracting maximum profits? Is it not clear that the 
uninvited ‘‘protectors’’ of the Middle East coun- 
tries are trying to impose on that area nothing 
but the regime of a kind of military protectorate, 
and to set back the development of these coun- 
tries for many years? 

The declarations of the American President 
that the United States will support the sovereign- 
ty and independence of the Middle East count- 
ries are in no way compatible with the adoption 
of an aggressive programme which provides for 
the use of United States armed forces in this area. 
It is well known that the proposal to use United 
States armed forces in the Middle East goes 
much further than the notorious tripartite decla- 
ration of Britain, France and the United States of 
1950 and the 1951 plan for the establishment of 
the so-called Middle Eastern Command, both of 
which were rejected by the Arab countries which 
rightly saw in them a real threat to their natio- 
nal independence. 

The peoples of the Middle East countries, who 
have suffered from the colonial yoke for long 
years, are well able to discern the machinations 
of the colonialists under any disguise. They have 
chosen the road of independent national develop- 
ment and are steadily adhering to the basic prin- 
ciples of equal relations between states formu- 
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lated in the decisions of the Bandung Confer- 
ence, which the Soviet Union fully supports. 

The mighty advance of the national-liberation 
movements in the countries of the Arab East and 
the defeat of the aggressors in the war against 
Egypt show that the resolve of the Middle East 
peoples to do away with colonialism and its con- 
sequences is growing from day to day. These 
countries are aware of the fact that in this strug- 
gle they are not alone, that they have unselfish 
friends. 

The United States ruling circles consider that 
the weakening of the positions of the Anglo- 
French colonialists in the Middle East and the 
successes of the Arab countries in consolidating 
their independence have produced a “vacuum,” 
which they would like to fill by their military 
and economic intervention in the internal affairs 
of those countries. But what “vacuum” can be 
in question here? Since when do countries which 
have liberated themselves from colonial oppres- 
sion and have taken the road of independent na- 
tional development constitute a “vacuum’’? It is 
clear that the strengthening of the national inde- 
pendence of the Arab countries, the intensifica- 
tion of their struggle against colonial oppression 
by no means create some kind of “vacuum,” but 
are a restoration of the national rights of the 
Middle East peoples and constitute a progressive 
factor in social development. The United States 
tries to present its policy as an  anti-colonialist 
one. But it is not difficult to see the falseness of 
these assertions, clearly designed to blunt the vi- 
gilance of the peoples in the Middle East. The 
programme of the United States insistently stres- 
ses that the Middle East must recognise its inter- 
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dependence with the Western countries, that is, 
with the colonialists—specifically with regard to 
oil, the Suez Canal, etc. In other words, the Uni- 
ted States is stubbornly seeking to impose a 
“trusteeship” of the colonialists on the peoples of 
the Middle East countries. 

In practice the interdependence of the Middle 
East countries and the colonial powers would 
mean that those countries have to place their na- 
tural resources and national wealth at the dispo- 
sal of foreign monopolies. To put it plainly, the 
United States is trying to implant the former co- 
lonial system in the Middle East countries under 
a new signboard, capturing dominating positions 
there. 

The authors of the colonialist programme try to 
sweeten it by a promise of economic “aid” to the 
Middle East countries. Every intelligent person, 
however, understands that in reality the United 
States is offering as charity to the peoples of the 
Arab countries only a small fraction of what the 
American monopolies have received and are re- 
ceiving by plundering, by exploiting the natural 
wealth belonging to those countries. The United 
States promises the countries of the Middle East 
200 million dollars in the financial years of 1958 
and 1959, whereas in 1955 alone the American 
and British oil monopolies extracted 150 million 
tons of oil in the Middle East at a total cost of 
240 million dollars, and made a net profit of 
1,900 million dollars on this oil. Such is the real 
picture of American “philanthropy.” 

President Eisenhower’s message contains the 
assertion that the United States is concerned over 
the fate of religions in that area, including Islam, 
which is professed by the majority of the peo- 


110 





ples in the Arab East. But this assertion cannot be 
taken seriously. Islam, as a religion, arose many 
centuries before America was discovered and it 
withstood four Crusades. At the present time the 
Moslems of the Arab East hardly need Islam to 
be protected by the United States or anyone else. 
Assertions that the interests of religion in the 
Arab East demand the dispatch of American 
armed forces to that area are utterly untenable. It 
is not the interests of religion in the Middle East 
but the interests of the biggest American oil 
trusts that prompt the United States Government 
to send its troops there. The plans for United 
States intervention in the religious affairs of the 
Moslem countries are rightly regarded as an in- 
sult to the religious feelings of the peoples of 
those countries. 

Mention should also be made of the fact that 
United States interference in the internal affairs 
of the Arab countries, and the crude threat to 
employ force against those countries can only en- 
courage the aggressive tendencies of Israel’s rul- 
ing circles with regard to the Arab countries. 

These extremist circles, closely connected with 
American monopolies, will seek-relying on Uni- 
ted States support-to carry out their predatory 
plans, which in turn can aggravate the situation 
in the Middle East still more and greatly heigh- 
ten the danger to peace in that area. 

Seeking to cover up gross intervention in the 
internal affairs of the Middle East countries and 
their aggressive policy with regard to these coun- 
tries, the United States ruling circles resort to 
inventions about a threat to the Arab countries 
emanating from the Soviet Union. These slande- 
rous assertions will deceive no one. The peoples 
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of the Middle East have not forgotten that the 
Soviet Union has always defended the self-deter- 
mination of peoples, the gaining and consolidat- 
ing of their national independence. They have 
learned from experience that in relations with all 
countries the Soviet Union steadfastly pursues the 
policy of equality and non-interference in inter- 
nal affairs. They also know very well that the 
Soviet Union is actively supporting the right of 
each people to dispose of its natural wealth and 
use it at its own discretion. 

It was not the Soviet Union, but Britain and 
France-the United States’ chief partners in the 
North Atlantic bloc-which committed aggression 
against Egypt, inflicting great losses and suffer- 
ing on the Egyptian people. This is borne out by 
the fresh ruins of Port Said and other Egyptian 
cities, as well as by the new plans for United 
States economic, political and military expansion 
in the Middle East proclaimed by the American 
President. These aggressive plans of the Ameri- 
can imperialists express their striving for world 
domination, of which they speak now quite shame- 
lessly, presenting this aspiration as the need 
for “energetic leadership’’ of the world by the 
United States. 

In the days of hard trials for the Arab peoples 
it was the Soviet Union, and no one else, who 
came out as their sincere friend and, together 
with the peace-loving forces of the whole world, 
took steps to end the aggression against Egypt. 
All this is well known. 

The United States President’s message demands 
of the Arab countries that they give up all ties — 
with the Soviet Union and the other countries of 
the socialist camp which base their relations with | 
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the Arab states on the principles of equality and 
friendship, on the principles of the Bandung 
Conference. This demand of the United States ru- 
lers speaks for itself and unwittingly gives away 
the hidden schemes of those who would like to 
isolate the young independent Middle East states 
so that it may be easier to break their resistance 
to the colonialists and to carry out the predatory 
plans aimed at establishing the world domination 
of American imperialism. The policy of setting 
countries at loggerheads, any aspiration to sow 
the seeds of mistrust between peoples are alien 
to the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union's foreign 
policy is based on the principle of peaceful co- 
existence of states, regardless of differences in 
their social systems, and the establishment of bu- 
sinesslike co-operation among the nations. It is 
generally known that, while strengthening its 
friendly ties with Egypt and other Arab coun- 
tries, the Soviet Union has never sought to wor- 
sen the relations of those countries with the Uni- 
ted States. Quite the reverse, it has stressed the 
need for ensuring lasting peace and creating a 
climate of confidence in this as well as in other 
areas of the world. 

It is well known that the Soviet Union, as dis- 
tinct from the United States, does not have and 
does not seek to have any military bases or con- 
cessions in the Middle East with the object of 
extracting profits, does not strive to gain any 
privileges in that area, since all this is incompa- 
tible with the principles of Soviet foreign 
policy. 

The Soviet Union is vitally interested in the 
maintenance of peace in the Middle East area, 
situated as it is in direct proximity to its fron: 
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tiers. It is sincerely interested in consolidating the 
national independence of those countries and in 
their economic prosperity and regards this as a 
reliable guarantee of peace and security in that 
area. 

In our age the national-liberation movement 
of the peoples is a historical force that cannot 
be repressed. 


The Soviet Union, loyal to the great Leninist 
principles of recognising and respecting the rights 
of peoples, large and small, to independent deve- 
lopment, regards as one of its prime tasks the 
rendering of every assistance and support to the 
countries fighting to consolidate their national 
independence and their sovereignty. That is why 
it welcomes the growing unity of the peoples of 
the Arab countries in their struggle for peace, 
security, national freedom and independence. 


The Soviet Union opposes any manifestations 
of colonialism, any ‘doctrines’ which protect 
and cover up colonialism. It is opposed to un- 
equal treaties and agreements, the setting up of 
military bases on foreign territories, dictated by 
strategic considerations, and plans for establish- 
ing the world domination of imperialism. It pro- 
ceeds from the premise that the natural wealth 
of the underdeveloped countries is the inalien- 
able national possession of the peoples of those 
countries, who have the full right to dispose of it 
independently and to use it for their economic 
prosperity and progress. The need to strengthen 
peace and security demands the wide develop- 
ment of political, economic and cultural ties bet- 
ween all countries. The development of these 
ties is an important prerequisite for using the 
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achievements of contemporary science and tech- 
nology for the good of mankind. The policy of 
establishing closed aggressive military blocs, 
such as NATO, SEATO and the Baghdad pact, 
and the raising of artificial economic barriers 
hampering normal relations between states se- 
riously impairs the cause of peace. The Soviet 
Union, striving to render assistance to peoples 
fighting for the consolidation of their national 
independence and the earliest elimination of the 
aftermath of colonial oppression, is willing to 
develop all-round co-operation with them on the 
principles of full equality and mutual benefit. 
The imperialist programme of colonialism, 
advanced by the United States, shows that the 
American ruling circles have not drawn the ne- 
cessary conclusions from the failure of the agg- 
ression against Egypt. They are clearly trying to 
go back to the bankrupt “policy of strength.” All 
this, far from easing tension in that area, on the 
contrary, aggravates the situation, increases the 
danger to peace in the Middle East and violates 
the peaceable principles of the United Nations, 
by which the General Assembly was guided in 
condemning the recent aggression against Egypt. 
The voice of war, and not the voice of peace, re- 
sounds in Mr. Eisenhower's message. 
Authoritative Soviet circles hold that the steps 
with regard to the Middle East area outlined by 
the United States Government, which envisage 
the possibility of employing United States armed 
forces in that area, might lead to dangerous con- 
sequences, the responsibility for which will rest 
entirely with the United States Government. 


Izvestia, January 18, 1957 





Soviet Government’s Notes to Governments 
of Great Britain, the United States and France * 


February 11, 1957 


The Foreign Ministry of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics presents its compliments to 
the Embassy of the United States of America and, 
on the instruction of the Soviet Government, has 
the honour to communicate the following: 


As a result of the efforts of the peace-loving 
peoples, supported by the United Nations, an 
end has been put to the aggression against Egypt, 
a favourable situation has developed, and con- 
crete possibilities have appeared for ensuring 
peace and for the settlement of international 
problems in the Middle East area. 


The liquidation of the hotbed of war in that 
area has established the prerequisites for streng- 
thening the national independence and sovereign- 
ty and for the economic development, not only of 
Egypt but also of all the Middle East countries, 
and has paved the way for extensive co-operation 
among the countries of this area and all other 
countries on the principles of equality among 
states, set forth specifically in the decisions of the 
Bandung Conference. 

The peace-loving peoples had good reason to 


* This is the Note to the Government of the United 
States. The Notes to the governments of Great Britain and 
France were of analogous contents. 
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expect that, from now on, peace could be preser- 
ved and strengthened in the Middle East, that 
an end would be put to the policy of foreign in- 
terference in the domestic affairs of the countries 
in that area, that the sovereignty and indepen- 
dence of the Middle East countries would be sin- 
cerely respected, and that the countries of this 
area, and in particular the victim of aggression, 
Egypt, would be given disinterested economic 
aid. 

Unfortunately, the détente in this area was 
short-lived, and the hopes of the peoples have 
not been justified. 

The situation in the Middle East has again 
been seriously aggravated as a result of the unila- 
teral steps taken by certain powers. This aggrava- 
tion is being caused, first of all, by the fact that- 
without the consent of the United Nations, but at 
the discretion of a certain great power-—the inten- 
tions exist of making unilateral use of the latter's 
armed forces in the Middle East with the aim of 
interfering in the domestic affairs of this area. 
There is also a plan to offer so-called economic 
aid to the Middle East countries only on the con- 
dition that these countries agree to sever all 
contacts with certain member-states of the Uni- 
ted Nations—that is, if they accept the political 
conditions of this “aid,” conditions incompatible 
both with these states’ dignity and sovereignty, 
and with the high principles of the United Na- 
tions. 

It cannot but be appreciated that the putting 
into practice of such a policy, in circumvention 
of the United Nations, would result in a dange- 
rous new aggravation of the situation in the 
Middle East area~an area which has _ recently 
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been the scene of military operations resulting 
from the aggression against Egypt—and that it 
would endanger peace throughout the world. 


These plans are nothing but a continuation of 
the policy of establishing closed aggressive grou- 
pings of the NATO, SEATO and Baghdad pact 
type, the policy of erecting artificial economic 
and political barriers, hampering normal contacts 
among states. 


The Soviet Union's foreign policy stems from 
the principle of the peaceful co-existence of 
states, regardless of differences in their social and 
state systems. It is well known that, in establish- 
ing friendly relations with the Arab countries, 
far from striving to worsen these countries’ rela- 
tions with other great powers, the Soviet Union 
was, on the contrary, championing the need for 
broad international co-operation and insisting on 
the need to ensure a lasting peace and to create 
an atmosphere of trust in the Middle East area. 
The Soviet Union does not have, nor is she striv- 
ing for, military bases or concessions in the Mid- 
dle East countries for the purpose of extracting 
profits; she does not strive to acquire any privi- 
leges in this area, for all that would be incompa- 
tible with the principles of Soviet foreign policy. 

The Soviet Union is vitally concerned that peace 
should prevail in the Middle East area, situa- 
ted as it is in direct proximity to her frontiers. 
She has a sincere concern for the consolidation 
of the national independence of the Middle East 
countries and for their economic progress. 


It is the opinion of the Soviet Government 
that the preservation of peace in the Middle East 
is indispensable, not only for the development of 
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the Middle East countries themselves, but also, 
as the recent events have shown, for ensuring the 
economic prosperity of many other countries as 
well. 

The need to strengthen peace and security in 
the Middle East calls for the extensive develop- 
ment of political, economic and cultural contacts 
among all countries, and especially for joint 
efforts—efforts in line with the United Nations 
Charter-by the great powers which bear the 
main responsibility for safeguarding peace. 


The Soviet Government believes it possible to 
ensure firm and lasting peace in that area 
through the joint efforts of the four great po- 
wers—the Soviet Union, the United States, Britain 
and France-i. e., the permanent members of the 
United Nations Security Council, if all these great 
powers base their relations with the Middle East 


countries on the general principles of the policy 
of non-interference in their domestic affairs and 
respect for their national independence and sove- 
reignty. 


Proceeding from this, the Soviet Government is 
approaching the governments of the United 
States, Britain and France with a proposal that 
basic principles for peace and security in the Mid- 
dle East and non-interference in the domestic 
affairs of the Middle East countries should be wor- 
ked out and proclaimed. These principles could be 
made the cornerstone of a joint declaration, the 
adoption of which would eliminate the possibility 
of dangerous unilateral steps by individual great 
powers with regard to the Middle East countries, 
and which would help to strengthen peace and 
security in that extremely important area, and to 
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develop the national economies and consolidate 
the independence of those countries. 

This declaration would, of course, be open for 
the accession of any state concerned for peace 
and security, and wishing to base its relations 
with the countries of the Middle East on these 
already stated principles. 

The proposals with regard to the commitments 
respectively assumed by the signatories of the 
declaration could be communicated immediately 
to the governments and peoples of the Middle 
East countries. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs encloses here- 
with the principal theses for a draft declaration 
of the four powers-the USSR, the United States, 
Britain and France-proposed by the Soviet Go- 
vernment; and it would be grateful to the United 
States Embassy if it will inform it with regard 
to the acceptability to its government of the ba- 
sic principles for a declaration on peace and se- 
curity in the Middle East, and non-interference 
in the domestic affairs of countries in that area, 
set out in the draft. 

Nor would the Soviet Government object to 
the governments of Britain, the United States, 
France and the Soviet Union making separate but 
identical declarations on their relations with the 
Middle East countries—declarations based on the 
principles set forth in the draft enclosed. 

Supplement: Draft of “Basic Principles for a 
Declaration by the Governments of the USSR, 
the United States, Great Britain and France on 
Peace and Security in the Middle East and Non- 
Interference in the Domestic Affairs of the Coun- 
tries of that Area”. 
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Basic Principles for a Declaration 
by the Governments of the USSR, 
the United States, Great Britain and France 
on Peace and Security in the Middle East 
and Non-Interference in the Domestic Aftairs 
of the Countries of that Area 


The governments of the Union of Soviet So- 
cialist Republics, the United States of America, . 
the United Kingdom and the Republic of France, 
guided by the high peaceful aims and princi- 
ples of the United Nations Organisation, set 
forth in its Charter, 
declare their agreement that their policies with 
regard to the Middle East countries are based on 
the desire to establish peace and security in the 
Middle East and throughout the world; 
recognise and_ respect the high principles of 
relations among states set forth at the Bandung 
Conference of Asian and African countries; 
strive to create favourable conditions for the 
strengthening of the national independence and 
sovereignty of the Middle East countries; 
express their sincere desire to promote, 
through joint and disinterested efforts, the econo- 
| mic progress of the countries of that area, pro- 
| ceeding all the time from the premise that the 
| natural resources of the underdeveloped countries 
are the inalienable national property of their peo- 
ples, who have the full right to dispose of them 
and use them at their own discretion, in the inte- 
rests of developing their national economies and 
promoting their progress. 
The governments of the Soviet Union, the Uni- 
ted States, Britain and France, 
wish to assist in the all-round development of 
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economic, trade and cultural contacts between 
the Middle East countries and all other countries, 
on the basis of equality and mutual benefit, 

consider that broad economic and commerical 
relations with the countries of this area are in 
the interests not only of these countries them- 
selves, but are also in the interests of ensuring 
the economic prosperity of the other countries of 
the world, 

recognise the need to settle peacefully by 
means of negotiations all international problems 
and disputes related to the Middle East. 

Aware of the responsibility which they bear 
for the maintenance of peace and security through- 
out the world, the governments of the USSR, 
the United States, Britain and France pledge that 
they will abide by the following principles in 
their policy with regard to the Middle East: 

(1) The preservation of peace in the Middle 
East through the settlement of all issues by peace- 
ful means alone, and by means of negotiations. 

(2) Non-interference in the domestic affairs of 
the Middle East countries; respect for their so- 
vereignty and independence. 

(3) The renunciation of all attempts to involve 
these countries in military blocs in which great 
powers participate. 

(2)The liquidation of foreign bases and the 
withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories 
of the Middle East countries. 

(5) Reciprocal refusal to deliver arms to the 
Middle East countries. 

(6) The promotion of the economic develop- 
ment of the Middle East countries without the 
attachment of political, military or other terms 
to this, incompatible with the dignity and sove- 
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reignty of these states. 

The governments of the Union of Soviet Socia- 
list Republics, the United States of America, the 
United Kingdom and the Republic of France ex- 
press the hope that in their relations with the 
Middle East countries, other states will also 
abide by these principles. 


Izvestia, February 18, 1957 


From Speech by Soviet Representative 
A. A. Sobolev at Plenary Meeting of 
11th Session of UN General Assembly 
on Withdrawal of Israeli Troops from Egypt 


February 26, 1957 


The General Assembly has been compelled 
to resume its discussion of the Israeli Govern- 
ment’s failure to comply with the demand of the 
United Nations Organisation on an immediate 
and complete withdrawal of Israeli armed forces 
from Egyptian territory. 

It was to be expected that after hostilities had 
ceased on Egyptian territory the United Nations 
would make a maximum effort to eliminate the 
consequences of the aggression against Egypt as 
soon as possible and would prevent future inter- 
ference in the internal affairs of the Arab states. 
Like all peace-loving peoples, the peoples of the 
Arab countries justly hoped that from now on 
peace in the Middle East could be preserved and 
strengthened. They expected a stop would be put 
to the policy of interference in the domestic 
affairs of the states in this part of the world, and 
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that Egypt, the victim of aggression, would be 
rendered selfless assistance in eliminating the 
consequences of the aggression against her. 

However, as the Secretary-General’s report of 
February 11 indicates, the Israeli Government 
not only continues to keep its forces on Egyptian 
territory, but is putting forward more and more 
demands in order to cover up its non-compliance 
with the General Assembly's decisions and to de- 
rive certain benefits from this. The Secretary- 
General pointed out, among other things, that the 
Government of Israel seeks to secure Israel's 
control over the Gaza Strip and to have other 
strategically important areas of Egyptian territory 
occupied by the United Nations forces for an 
indefinite period. .. 

Israel’s position is just what certain circles need 
in order to put the “Eisenhower Doctrine’ into 
effect as soon as possible, and to interfere in the 
domestic affairs of Egypt and other Arab coun- 
tries. In all its actions the Israeli Government 
fully relies on the support of the US ruling quar- 
ters, and above all, of the influential groups in- 
terested in establishing US military and econo- 
mic influence in the Middle East. 

One cannot fail to notice that a carefully pre- 
meditated operation is unfolding before the 
eyes of the whole world. In this operation Israel, 
the aggressor, is being told to be intractable and 
even to make increasing demands on Egypt and 
the United Nations, while the United States is 
being cast in the role of peace-maker who is sup- 
posed to help the United Nations overcome this 
intractability whereas in reality it is entrenching 
itself in the Middle East, either directly or at 
first as the United Nations force. 
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It is well known that the ‘Eisenhower Doc- 
trine,” which testifies to the United States’ desire 
to pursue a policy of vast economic expansion 
and direct military aggression in the Middle 
East, to attempts to again foist the colonial yoke 
on the peoples of this region, has been resolu- 
tely rejected by the peoples of the Arab countries, 
just as it is being rejected by the peoples of other 
countries of the world. The peoples have cor- 
rectly viewed these attempts as a real threat not 
only to the independence of Middle East nations, 
but also to general peace. This plan of military- 
economic expansion has been soundly criticised 
also in the most diverse quarters in the United 
States, the Congress included. 

In these circumstances the United States Go- 
vernment and the Government of Israel are play- 
ing a subtle game trying to use the situation 
that has developed in such a way as to don the 
cloak of “‘arbiter’’ and ‘‘guarantor”’ in the Middle 
East, thus establishing its influence in this re- 
gion. Aware that all peace-loving peoples con- 
demn the aggressor United States ruling circles 
prefer the double game—by verbally urging the 
withdrawal of Israeli troops from Egyptian ter- 
ritory, while doing everything possible to pre- 
vent this withdrawal and to back up the aggres- 
sive policy of the Israeli extremist circles. More- 
over, the men responsible for America’s foreign 
policy are declaring that the United States Go- 
vernment will “‘guarantee’’ freedom of naviga- 
tion in the Gulf of Aqaba, provided Israel agrees 
to withdraw her troops from Egyptian territory. 

It is well known that US Secretary of State 
Dulles, in a statement, reported in the American 
press on February 12, pointed out, under the 
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guise of working out a “compromise solution for 
the Arab-Israeli crisis in the Middle East,” that 
the United States will pledge to support the prin- 
ciple of free shipping in the Gulf of Aqaba if 
this principle is violated. And, as American pa- 
pers explain, the United States intends to exer- 
cise its control over the said region in an “‘effect- 
ive way,” i. e., with the use of its naval and other 
armed forces. 

Secretary of State Dulles stated bluntly on Fe- 
bruary 19 that the United States intends to move 
its ships into the Gulf of Aqaba to give it the 
“status of an international waterway” and is pre- 
pared to “apply force’ in that area. 

In this way the United States intends to act 
unilaterally as a self-styled international guaran- 
tor or, to be more correct, an international police- 
man with respect to the Middle East countries. 
These intentions of the United States betray the 
true meaning of the “Eisenhower Doctrine.’’ It 
is common knowledge that the authors and ad- 
vocates of this doctrine are trying to convince 
the Arab and other countries, that this policy alle- 
gedly is directed against “communist infiltra- 
tion.” However, the case in point graphically 
proves that this policy is directed first and fore- 
most against Egypt, which has fallen victim to 
aggression, because her policy was unpalatable 
to the Western imperialist circles. 

This is a pertinent, graphic illustration of the 
“Eisenhower Doctrine” in action, especially since 
the United States armed forces are preparing to 
assist Israel, the aggressor, and not Egypt, the 
victim of this aggression. 

Judging from recent press reports, the United 
States is drawing its NATO partners into a dan- 
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gerous gamble in the Middle East. These reports 
state that the United States Government is already 
discussing with them a draft joint declaration to 
proclaim the Strait of Tiran an international wa- 
terway. The United States Government is thus ar- 
rogating the right to dispose of the territorial wa- 
ters of the Arab states as if they were its own. 
Is not the United States Government taking too 
much upon itself? And what will the peoples of 
the Arab countries concerned think when an at- 
tempt is being made to ignore their interests com- 
pletely? 

To make a long story short, the United States 
Government is going to reward Israel generous- 
ly for the aggression against Egypt, entering into 
collusion with Israel at the expense of the inte- 
rests of the nation which has fallen victim to the 
aggression. And all this is attempted to be passed 
off almost as a contribution to the cause of peace. 

The American press has already reported, for 
instance, that the United States has proposed to 
offer aid to Israel in developing the areas it has 
wrested from Egypt, and, notably in setting up 
military bases there. According to press reports, 
Israel is to receive 122 million dollars from the 
United States under the “Eisenhower Doctrine,” 
96 million dollars worth consisting of shipments 
of arms and military equipment. 

It is clear to everybody that Israel would ne- 
ver have unleashed the aggressive war against 
Egypt, and would have been far less likely to sa- 
botage the General Assembly's demand for an 
immediate and unconditional withdrawal of Israeli 
troops from Egyptian territory, had she not had 
backers, who encouraged her actions, while seek- 
ing to put across their plans concerning Egypt 
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and other Arab countries. 

There is nothing accidental about the United 
States’ interest in establishing its domination in 
that area. This interest is quickened by the rich 
oil deposits available in the Arab countries. Only 
in a tense situation can the United States hope 
for any success in its plan. And for such plans 
Israel, with its “intractability,” which is being 
dictated by the United States oil companies, is a 
real godsend. 

One cannot fail to notice that the recent ac- 
tions of Britain and France and the United States’ 
other North Atlantic bloc partners have also been 
directed at exacerbating the situation in the Mid- 
dle East. 

It is common knowledge that Britain and Fran- 
ce, who have unleashed the aggression against 
Egypt and tried to seize the Suez Canal, have 
made another attempt to impose their control 
over this canal. Together with the United State- 
and Norway they have made a “take it or leave 
it’ proposal to Egypt to conclude an “interim 
agreement” whereby the Suez Canal will in fact 
be removed from Egypt's sovereingty and place 
under the control of an international agency head- 
ed by the Western powers. This agreement stipu- 
lates, among other things, that the toll paid by 
ships going through the canal should not be cre- 
dited to Egypt’s account, but to the account of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development. Under this agreement 50 per cent 
of the collections should be set aside for Egypt 
so that she should see to the functioning of the 
canal, and the remaining 50 per cent, should be 
withheld pending the final settlement of the ca- 
nal’s status. This agreement is in fact nothing but 
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the well-known “Dulles plan’ which was sub- 
mitted to the London Conference in 1956 and 
which was turned down by Egypt. The same fate 
awaits the so-called new plan of the United 
States, Britain and France. 

It is beyond any doubt that this policy of the 
United States and the actions of Britain and 
France, its allies in the North Atlantic aggressive 
bloc, have been instrumental in whetting Israel's 
appetite for aggrandisement. 

As for the Israeli Government it is playing a 
dangerous game. It is well known that it was this 
government that launched the aggression against 
Egypt, to give Britain and France a formal pre- 
text for hostile action against that country. 

Through its refusal to remove its troops from 
Egyptian territory Israel is today seeking to lay 
the ground for interference in the affairs of the 
peoples of the area by the US ruling quarters, 
who while condemning Israel’s policy in words, 
are actually inspiring Israel to persist in it, for 
this creates favourable opportunities for penetra- 
tion into the Middle East. 

The delegation of the Soviet Union wishes to 
draw attention to the importance of the problem 
of ensuring security in the Middle East. Now that 
the world has witnessed the British-French-Israe- 
li aggression against Egypt, now that the “Eisen- 
hower Doctrine’ has been announced, this ques- 
tion has become a burning issue. It was in recog- 
nition of the necessity of ensuring a lasting and 
stable peace in the Middle East that the Soviet 
Government has proposed to the governments of 
the United States, Britain and France on Febru- 
ary 11 that they undertake to base their Middle 
East policies on the following principles: 
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(1) The preservation of peace in the Middle 
East through the settlement of all issues by pea- 
ceful means alone, and by means of negotiations. 

(2) Non-interference in the domestic affairs of 
the Middle East countries; respect for their so- 
vereignty and independence. 

(3) The renunciation of all attempts to involve 
these countries in military blocs in which great 
powers participate. . 

(4) The liquidation of foreign bases and the 
withdrawal of foreign troop from the territories 
of the Middle East countries. 

(5) Reciprocal refusal to deliver arms to the 
Middle East countries. 

(6) The promotion of the economic develop- 
ment of the Middle East countries without mak- 
ing it conditional on any political, military or 
other terms incompatible with the dignity and 
sovereignty of these states. 

The Soviet Government has proposed to the 
governments of the United States, Britain and 
France that these six principles be enunciated in 
a joint declaration or in separate statements. 

To accept such a declaration at this juncture 
will, in the Soviet Government's opinion, rule out 
the possibility of dangerous unilateral action by 
any of the great powers with regard to the Middle 
East countries and will contribute to  strength- 
ening peace and _ security in that all-important 
area, to advancing their national economies and 
consolidating their independence. 

The six points suggested by the Soviet Govern- 
ment offer a workable and constructive pro- 
gramme of peace for the Middle East. 

As regards overcoming the consequences of the 
aggression against Egypt, the most important is- 
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sue of the moment is, as has already been stated, 
the withdrawal of Isrdeli troops from Egyptian 
territory. 

The previous speaker, the Canadian represen- 
tative Pearson, made an attempt in his statement 
to give equal treatment to Israel, the state which 
has committed the aggression, and Egypt which 
has suffered from it. Taking this line means en- 
couraging the aggression. 

The Soviet Union unreservedly supports the fair 
demand for the unconditional and immediate 
withdrawal of Israeli troops from Egyptian terri- 
tory-from the Gaza Strip and from the Gulf of 
Aqaba. 

If Israel refuses to remove its forces from 
Egyptian territory in defiance of the General 
Assembly's repeated demands, the United Na- 
tions has the right to take drastic action against 
Israel in accordance with the United Nations 
Charter, to the extent of applying sanctions. 

Since the implementation of such measures 
will require the members of the United Nations, 
and the organisation itself, to take definite action, 
the Soviet delegation would prefer a decision on 
this subject to be taken by the Security Council, 
inasmuch as such a decision would, by virtue of 
the United Nations Charter, be binding on all 
nations, unlike a General Assembly decision, 
which would be a mere recommendation. At the 
same time the fact should not be ignored that 
the Security Council has already prevented the 
adoption of a similar decision with regards to 
Israel. As is known Israel’s partners in aggres- 
sion—Britain and France—prevented the Council 
from adopting a resolution envisaging economic 
sanctions against Israel in November 1956. 
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In view of the above-said the Soviet delegation 
will support the draft resolution which has been 
introduced by the delegations of Afghanistan, 
Indonesia, Iraq, the Lebanon, Pakistan and _ the 
Sudan in which the General Assembly urges all 
states to deny Israel any military, economic or 
financial assistance, in view of her continuing to 
ignore the preceding decisions by the General 
Assembly. 


Izvestia, February 28. 1957 


TASS Statement on Preparations for New 
Aggression Against Egypt by Israel with Support 
of Western Powers 


March 28, 1957 


Recent statements by certain Israeli statesmen 
and reports in the French press are speaking 
ever more frequently of preparations for new 
Israeli aggression against Egypt. Israeli states- 
men have voiced open threats against Egypt. On 
March 19, the American magazine Newsweek 
published a statement by the Israeli Prime Minis- 
ter, Mr. Ben-Gurion, which said that “Israel will 
start a war” if Israel’s demand on navigation in 
the Gulf of Aqaba was not satisfied. The Israeli 
radio has broadcast Mr. Ben-Gurion’s statement 
in Parliament that “if attempts are made to re- 
establish the situation which prevailed in the 
Gaza area four months ago on the basis of the 
armistice agreement, Israel will demand freedom 
of action and the opportunity to use her armed 
forces.” 

In making such provocative statements Israeli 
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statesmen are openly ignoring the decicions of 
the United Nations General Assembly, which con- 
demned the actions of Israel and came out in de- 
fence of Egypt’s legitimate national rights. At the 
same time they unequivocally point out that the 
United States has assumed some sort of guaran- 
tees to Israel against the Arab countries. 

It is said that these guarantees were given un- 
der a gentleman’s agreement between the Ame- 
rican Secretary of State and the Israeli Foreign 
Minister, of which the French Prime Minister, 
M. Guy Mollet, and the Foreign Minister, M. Pi- 
neau, were notified. 

Moreover, foreign press reports say that the 
official representatives of the French Government 
have also assured Israel that France will fulfil 
her promises to support Israel in the event of 
Israel’s aggression against Egypt being resumed. 
It is pointed out that, if need be, French air for- 
ces would be prepared to take part in an attack 
against Egypt and ensure air support for the 
Israeli forces. In this connection the steps taken 
in France in preparation for her participation in 
the new aggression against Egypt are being ad- 
vertised, 

It is noteworthy that press reports on prepara- 
tions in France for new aggression against Egypt 
have not been repudiated by the French Govern- 
ment. 

These circumstances cannot fail to attract the 
attention of world public opinion, which resolu- 
tely condemned the British, French and Israeli 
aggression against Egypt. They indicate that the 
colonialists and their henchmen are continuing 
to play with fire and are continuing their attempts 
to utilise Israel as the initiator of a new and dan- 
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gerous provocation against Egypt and other Arab 
states defending their sovereignty and legitimate 
rights. 

It is stated in leading Soviet circles that the 
Soviet Government has been and remains a reso- 
lute opponent of the use of force against Middle 
East countries, as in international relations in 
general. New aggression against Egypt would 
create a dangerous situation and a direct threat 
of a large-scale military conflict, with dire conse- 
quences for the cause of peace. That is why these 
circles resolutely condemn the stand adopted by 
extremist circles in Israel, and also in France, 
who, instead of assisting the peaceful settlement 
of the situation in the Middle East, the artificially 
and deliberately exciting passions, aggravating 
the situation and preparing new and dangerous 
war gambles. 


Izvestia, March 29, 1957 


Statement by USSR Foreign Ministry on 
Imperialist Intrigues in Jordan 


April 29, 1957 


It was not so long ago that the world was 
faced with serious trials in connection with the 
aggression against Egypt. As a result of the 
efforts of the peace-loving states and the unani- 
mous condemnation of that aggression by the 
United Nations peace was restored in the Middle 
East and conditions were created for normalising 
the situation in that important area. 

Today the situation in the Middle East has wor- 
sened once again. This time it is Jordan that has 
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become the object of imperialist intrigues. For the 
past two or three weeks crude pressure from out- 
side has been brought to bear on Jordan and the 
Jordan Government. This is being accompanied, 
now by threats to dismember Jordan's terriroty 
and deprive the people of Jordan of their inde- 
pendence, now by promises of financial and other 
aid, provided the patriotic forces in Jordan oppos- 
ing Jordan’s submission to a foreign diktat are 
suppressed. No secret is made of the fact that, 
following Jordan, Syria and also Egypt, who re- 
solutely reject the notorious “‘Dulles-Eisenhower 
Doctrine” and every attempt to draw them into 
aggressive military blocs and to undermine their 
national independence and subjugate their fo- 
reign policy to the plans of the colonialist pow- 
ers, may become the objects of similar colonialist 
actions. 

The situation that exists in the Jordan area 
cannot fail to arouse the serious concern of the 
peace-loving states, including the Soviet Union, 
the interests of whose security call for peace and 
order in the Middle East. The Soviet Union is 
concerned with the situation existing over Jor- 
dan, not because of internal changes in Jordan of 
whatever nature they may be-such as, for exam- 
ple, changes in the government. Such questions 
are exclusively the internal affairs of each coun- 
try, of each people. The Soviet Union cannot ig- 
nore the events in that area, because the situation 
in Jordan, and also the situation in the Middle 
East as a whole in connection with the events in 
Jordan, are the result of flagrant foreign interfe- 
rence, the result of a new imperialist plot which 
constitutes a grave threat to peace. This plot is 
designed to undermine the unity of the Arab peo- 
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ples, who are opposing colonialism and striving 
to consolidate their national independence, and 
to set the Arab countries against one another 
with the obvious hope that in the resulting cir- 
cumstances it would be easier to reimpose the 
colonialist yoke on the Arab peoples and to plun- 
der their resources. 

It was precisely with this aim in view that a 
new and dangerous centre of clashes and conflicts 
has been created. That this is a fact is borne out 
by the failure of the United States Government 
and also the governments of other Western po- 
wers to voice their condemnation of the provoca- 
tive military preparations carried on by Israel, as 
well as by Iraq and certain other members of the 
Baghdad pact. The extremist ruling circles of 
Israel, and also of Iraq, who is being used as an 
instrument by foreign imperialist circles, do not 
conceal their plans for attacking Jordan in the 
event of the internal situation in that country de- 
veloping contrary to the wishes of the colonialist 
powers and the participants in the aggressive 
Baghdad bloc. It is well known that military pre- 
parations are being openly and demonstratively 
carried out on Jordan’s frontiers, with Israel play- 
ing a particularly unsavoury role on this occa- 
sion, too. 

The Soviet Government would be shirking its 
duty if it ignored these new schemes with regard 
to the countries of the Middle East. As in the 
past, it is basing itself on the necessity of giving 
the peoples of the Middle East an opportunity to 
settle their own internal affairs and to determine 
their foreign policy without external interference. 
The peoples of these states have repeatedly proved 
that they are opposed to plans for setting up 
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aggressive military blocs in the Middle East and 
plans for foreign colonialist expansions. 

Guided by the need to protect the states of the 
Middle East from foreign interference and thus 
assist in strengthening their national indepen- 
dence and peace in that area, the Soviet Govern- 
ment proposed that the four powers—the USSR, 
the United States, Britain and France—-should dec- 
lare that foreign interference in the internal affairs 
of the countries of the Middle East is inadmissib- 
le. It also put forward a number of other propo- 
sals, the implementation of which would bring 
about a healthier atmosphere in the Middle East. 

Since the governments of the United States, 
Britain and France were not prepared to make 
such statements and assume the obligation not to 
interfere in the internal affairs of the countries 
of the Middle East, the Soviet Government in its 
Notes to the governments of the United States, 
Britain and France dated April 19, 1957, proposed 
that the four powers should declare their condem- 
nation of the use of force as a means of settling 
outstanding issues in that area. The Soviet Go- 
vernment regrets that no reply has been made to 
its proposal by the governments of the three 
Western powers, although the situation in the 
Middle East has been further worsened and im- 
mediate steps should be taken to halt the dange- 
rous course of events. 

Instead of preventing such a development of 
events in the Jordan area and, by their condem- 
nation of the use of force, dampening the ardour 
of those who continue to engage in sabre-rattling, 
the United States has itself dispatched its Sixth 
Fleet to the eastern coast of the Mediterranean— 
an overt military demonstration against the 
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countries of the Arab East which is further wor- 
sening the situation. 

The current events in that area also shed light 
on the real role played by the United States in the 
recent aggression against Egypt. It is an example 
of how the imperialist circles of the United States 
are trying to secure a foothold in the Middle 
East and to oust Britain and France from that 
area in order to take their place, subjecting the 
peoples of that area to still greater colonial op- 
pression. The insistence with which these circles 
are attempting to implement their plans shows 
that these are not isolated episodes but a striving 
to achieve a situation in which the American ty- 
coons would hold complete sway in the Middle 
East. Fearing above all a consolidation of the uni- 
ty of the countries of the Arab East, they are 
attempting to separate these countries and arti- 
ficially to foment contradictions between them 
according to the old precept of the colonialists: 
“Divide and rule!” 

But while the aggressive circles of the United 
States which are to blame for the current events 
in the Middle East are attempting to sow dis- 
cord among the Arab countries, the vital interests 
of the Arab peoples, on the contrary, make im- 
perative their cohesion and unity in the struggle 
for the preservation of their independence and 
sovereignty. Victory in the just national cause of 
the Arab peoples will depend primarily on their 
unity, their cohesion, which has already led, with 
the support of other peace-loving peoples who 
took a firm stand in defence of Egypt's legiti- 
mate rights, to the failure of the aggression against 
Egypt. It is beyond doubt that a similar failure 
also awaits the organisers of the present plot. 
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against the independence of the Arab peoples 
which has led to the events in Jordan. The tide 
of the development of the peoples of the East 
who have taken the wide road of independent na- 
tional development cannot be turned back. 

Events in Jordan are an apt illustration of the 
widely advertised “Dulles-Eisenhower Doctrine.” 
Although only a short period has elapsed since it 
saw the light, its real imperialist nature has be- 
come sufficiently clear. Yesterday it was Egypt, 
today it is Jordan, and tomorrow some other Arab 
state may become the object of the imperialist 
plot. 

The events in Jordan and the subsequent inten- 
tional worsening of the situation in the Middle 
East are the ‘“‘Dulles-Eisenhower Doctrine” in ac- 
tion. These events in themselves are sufficient to 
reveal whom this “doctrine” serves, and the aims 
of its initiators and propagandists abroad. 

It is no mere accident that as soon as a settle- 
ment of the Suez issue appeared in sight in con- 
formity with the legitimate rights of the Egyp- 
tian state, and as soon as a possibility appeared 
for normalising the situation in the Middle East 
the circles which are interested in maintaining in- 
ternational tension set out to worsen the situa- 
tion in that area, this time over Jordan. The 
question thus arises of whether these circles of 
the United States who are chiefly to blame for 
the present situation, wish to transform the area 
of the Middle East into a constant centre of pro- 
vocations and military conflicts. This can be de- 
sired only by the enemies of peace, the advo- 
cates of the “‘policy of strength,’’ the advocates of 
an arms race who cannot stomach an easing of 
international tension. 
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The new worsening of the situation in connec- 
tion with the events in Jordan is fraught with 
grave danger. It may lead to dire consequences. 
It is self-evident that the responsibility for the 
possible effects of the present situation rests with 
the Western powers who are intent on worsening 
the situation in the Middle East, and with the 
United States above all. 


Izvestia, April 30, 1957 


USSR Foreign Minister A. A. Gromyko's Replies 
to Correspondents’ Questions on the Situation 
in Syria, Oman and the Yemen 


September 10, 1957 


Question by “Pravda” correspon- 
dent: Could you say what is behind the anti- 
Syrian campaign launched by the United States, 
the United Kingdom and Turkey? 

Reply: It is common knowledge that an 
anti-government conspiracy prepared by certain 
foreign circles has recently been uncovered in 
Syria. The purpose of the conspiracy was to over- 
throw the Syrian Government and replace it by 
a reactionary puppet government which would 
please the big foreign monopolies and _ carry 
through a policy in conformity with the interests 
of the colonial powers. The failure of this cons- 
Piracy enraged its organisers. 

The foreign press carries extensive reports sta- 
ting that the organisers of the conspiracy against 
Syria, having lost hope of their agents inside the 
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country succeeding, are seeking to prepare armed 
provocations on the frontier with Syria in order 
to take advantage of them for armed interven- 
tion in Syria’s internal affairs. Eisenhower's and 
Dulles’ special emissary, the American diploma- 
tist Henderson, recently toured the Middle East. 
The American press itself does not conceal that 
his tour of that area and the talks which Hender- 
son has had in Turkey and the Lebanon have 
been connected with these plans to strangle Syria 
as an independent state. 

This journey is a typical illustration of the ac- 
tions by the master-minds of the conspiracy 
against Syria, who, like Egypt, is now in the fore- 
front of the heroic struggle of the peoples of 
the East against colonialism. 

The master-minds behind these plans would 
obviously prefer to have others pull the chestnuts 
out of the fire. Look what they are doing now. 
They want to set on Syria certain Arab states, 
such as, for instance, Iraq, Jordan and the Leba- 
non. They are adopting the stick and carrot poli- 
cy. Yet they have to take into consideration the 
fact that the governments of certain Arab states 
which are not averse to serving the colonialists, 
who have knocked together the so-called Bagh- 
dad pact, are one thing, and the peoples of those 
countries, who are trying to get rid of colonialism 
and who owe no allegiance to the aggressive 
Baghdad bloc, are another. 

Taking this into account, the organisers of the 
conspiracy are searching for more reliable people 
to execute their plans. They are paying special 
attention to Turkey in this connection, persuading 
her to act as a kind of gendarme in the Middle 
East. It must be said bluntly that the Turkish 
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leaders, to judge by everything, are inclined to 
take this road, evidently caring little for the fact 
that Turkey, following this, may land in an abyss. 
It seems to us that it would be dangerous for 
Turkey to be guided in this case by the advice 
of those who want to make her execute the ad- 
venturist plans for unleashing war in the Middle 
East. 

Today the position is such that Turkish troops 
are being concentrated along Syria’s frontiers 
and, in addition to political pressure and attempts 
to impose an economic blockade against Syria, a 
threat of armed intervention in the internal affairs 
of Syria is created. The question arises: How 
would Turkey like it if troops of a foreign state 
were concentrated along her frontiers? 

The Soviet Government would like to believe 
that the Turkish statesmen will be far-sighted and 
will not place Turkey in a situation fraught with 
great misfortunes for her. Perhaps someone is 
counting on a war gamble against Syria remaining 
a local conflict. But these are dangerous calcula- 
tions. Even in the past it was difficult to localise 
military conflicts. It will be recalled that both the 
First and the Second World Wars were preceded 
by local military actions by the aggressors. What 
this led to can still be seen in the ruins of hun- 
dreds upon hundreds of towns in Europe and 
other parts of the world, let alone the countless 
losses in human lives. If the present situation and 
especially the development of military techniques 
are taken into consideration, it must be recognis- 
ed that the risks of local military conflicts turn- 
ing into a big conflagration of war have become 
much greater. 

We should not like to believe that there are 
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men in Turkey who could dream of reviving the 
Ottoman Empire, which oppressed many coun- 
tries in the Middle East and on the ruins of 
which was set up the national Turkish state, whose 
independence the Soviet Union has profoundly 
respected and continues to respect. It is well 
known that the Soviet state, from the very incep- 
tion of the new Turkey, immediately extended a 
hand of friendship to Turkey, courageously fight- 
ing under the leadership of Ataturk, who raised 
the banner of his country’s independence. The 
Soviet Union now, too, seeks to maintain with 
Turkey the most friendly and good-neighbourly 
relations. But that is precisely the reason why we 
want nothing to cloud the development of these 
relations. 

Everything that is now going on around Syria 
is nothing but the ‘“Dulles-Eisenhower Doctrine” 
in action. It is common knowledge that an at- 
tempt was made to crush Egypt last year, and 
when this could not be brought about by politi- 
cal threats, economic pressure and blackmail, 
armed aggression was launched against that coun- 
try. Now they want to crush the people of Syria. 
The colonialists would like to see Syria as their 
helpless victim, to bring her back to the former 
position of subordination and dependence. The 
anti-Syrian campaign, which is particularly fren- 
zied in the United States, once again shows that 
they stoop to anything. In so doing they are rea- 
dy to declare that every Syrian patriot who 
stands for his country’s independence is all but 
a Soviet agent. 

The organisers of the present conspiracy 
against Syria are resorting to fabrications alleg- 
ing that Syria, like other Arab countries, is all 
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but threatened with ‘“‘communisation” by the So- 
viet Union. US statesmen are most zealous in this 
connection. 


Significant in this respect is President Eisen- 
hower's statement read by Secretary of State Dul- 
les to correspondents on September 7. The state- 
ment points out that the United States is going 
to expedite the implementation of measures with 
regard to the Middle East countries, envisaged 
by that doctrine, and expresses feigned concern 
over the fairy tale conceived in America about 
the possibility of “aggressive actions” by Syria 
against her neighbours. The statement also con- 
tains an ill-concealed attempt to drive a wedge 
between the people of Syria and the Syrian Go- 
vernment which, expressing the will of the peo- 
ple, rejects imperialist dictation. 


The American press was not slow in interpre- 
ting this statement as some “warning’’ addressed 
to the Soviet Union in connection with the events 
in Syria and the situation in the Middle East. It 
goes without saying that all the fabrications im- 
plicating the Soviet Union in these events were 
needed in order to divert public attention from 
the aggressive actions by the United States in the 
Middle East, especially against Syria. 

In order to see to whom the warning should 
be addressed, let it suffice to put the following 
questions: 

Who sends a special representative to the Mid- 
dle East for the implementation of the plans for 
strangling Syria as an independent state-the So- 
viet Union or the United States? - The United 
States Government does this. 

Whose navy is plying the Eastern Mediterra- 


144 











nean off the shores of the Arab states, and Syria 
in particular-the Soviet or the United States 
navy?—It is the United States Sixth Fleet. 


Who is seeking to place Syria and other Arab 
states in the vice of an economic blockade in 
order to break their resistance to the imperia- 
lists-the Soviet Union or the United States?—The 
United States is doing this, first and foremost, 
for the sake of the selfish interests of the oil mag- 
nates. 


Who is staging massacres of Arab patriots and 
democratic forces in the Arab countries as, for 
instance, has been the case in Jordan—the Soviet 
Union or the United States?—The United States 
and its hangers-on in certain Arab countries are 
doing this. 

Lastly, who conceived a special ‘doctrine’ to 
sanctify all these actions which are alien to the 
interests of the Arab peoples and are trampling 
underfoot the principles of the United Nations— 
the Soviet Union or the United States?—The Go- 
vernment of the United States. 


All this goes to show to whom the warning 
should be addressed. 


As for the allegations that there has been a 
threat of “aggressive’’ actions by Syria against 
neighbouring states, it may be asked why the 
United States Government, if it has such misgi- 
vings, does not raise the question in the Security 
Council. It is common knowledge that if there 
is a threat to peace by one state or another, let 
alone a violation of peace, the matter must be 
brought immediately to the notice of the Secu- 
rity Council, which must take measures in accor- 
dance with the United Nations Charter. However, 
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the United States Government is not appealing 
to the United Nations on this question, and not 
without reason. The US statesmen know full well 
that the “aggressive” intentions attributed to Sy- 
ria are an invention. 


The Soviet Union demands that an end be put 
to the imperialist encroachments on the indepen- 
dence of countries and that an outbreak of war 
in that region be prevented, while the United 
States ruling circles are grossly and brazenly in- 
terfering in the internal affairs of the states of 
that area in an attempt to put another colonial 
yoke upon them. 


The lovers of easy profit, reaching out for 
goods that belong to others, should not forget, 
however, that colonial slavery and plunder is a 
thing of the past, that Syria is a member of the 
United Nations and has many reliable friends. 
The advocates of armed intervention in the affairs 
of Syria should bear in mind the lessons of the 
fiasco of last year’s gamble against Egypt. 

As for the Soviet Union, pursuing as it does a 
policy of peaceful co-existence and co-operation 
among peoples on an equal footing, it cannot 
ignore such developments which constitute a de- 
finite threat to peace and security in the Middle 
East. This is understandable, since the Soviet 
Union cannot but be concerned when, in an area 
directly adjacent to its frontiers, provocateurs 
are active, threatening to unleash war. 

Question by “Izvestia” corres 
pondent: The Soviet public is concerned 
about the British aggression in Oman. Have you 
any comments on these events? 

Reply: The British ruling circles are trying 
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to create the impression that the struggle of the 
people of Oman has ended and that there is 
now no reason to discuss this matter. Such state- 
ments, however, are calculated to mislead the 
public and evade responsibility for the continu- 
ing armed aggression against the people of 
Oman. In actual fact the national armed forces 
of Oman, as Mohammed El-Harsi, the Oman re- 
presentative in Cairo, said recently, have not laid 
down their arms and are waging guerilla war- 
fare against the invaders. 


It will be recalled that the representatives in 
the Security Council of the United Kingdom and 
of the countries supporting it on this question, 
prevented a discussion in the Security Council on 
the Oman question, which was submitted by 
11 Arab countries. Nevertheless the fact cannot 
be concealed that jet planes, artillery and armour- 
ed forces are now being used before the eyes of 
the whole world to massacre the people of Oman 
solely because they want to decide their own 
destiny, because they, like other peoples of Asia 
and Africa, want national independence. 


The imperialists would like this question—un- 
pleasant as it is for them-to be hushed up. How- 
ever, it is impossible to keep silent—that would 
mean approving their actions. The Soviet people 
have always raised their voices in defence of the 
rights of any people, no matter how small, that is 
fighting for its independence and sovereignty. 

Soviet people, like all honest people throughout 
the world, deeply resent the foreign armed inter- 
vention in the internal affairs of Oman. The 
events in Oman, one would think, will attract 
the attention of the 12th session of the United 
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Nations General Assembly, which must say its 
weighty word in defence of Oman. 
Question by “Krasnaya Zvezda” 

correspondent: The Yemen Legations in 

London and Washington have issued statements 

on raids by British bombers on towns and villa- 

ges in the Yemen. Could you comment on the at- 
tack by British armed forces on the Yemen? 
} Reply: The Yemen has for several decades 
! been an independent state. The Yemen is a mem- 
ber of the Arab League and the United Nations 
and it is carrying through an independent peace- 
loving policy. The Yemen has refused to join the 
aggressive Baghdad pact and has not accepted 
! the colonialist ‘“Dulles-Eisenhower Doctrine.” 
Such a policy on the part of the Government of 
the Yemen displeases the colonialists who, in vio- 
lation of their obligations under the United Na- 
tions Charter, are using armed forces against the 
oor and are bombing Yemeni towns and vil- 
ages. 

There is no need to dwell at length on the fact 
that the Soviet Union, in this case too, denoun- 
ces the use of force against a sovereign Arab 
state upholding its independence. 

It must be supposed that all the peace-loving 
states and the United Nations, which will meet 
in session before long, will have their say on 
this question, too, and will come out in defence 
of the Yemen’s independence. 

We should like to hope that all peace-loving 
: states and the United Nations which will in the 
near future assemble for its session, will voice 

their opinion on this issue as well, and will come 
cut in defence of the Yemen’s independence. 


Izvestia, September 11, 1957 
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Soviet Government’s Statement on Events 
in Middle East 


July 16, 1958 


On July 15 the whole world learned with indig- 
nation of the armed intervention by the United 
States of America in the Lebanon. Ships of the 
United States Sixth Fleet entered the port of 
Beirut and landed marines on the territory of the 
Lebanon. 

On the same day the White House-in the name 
of the President of the United States—-issued a 
statement attempting somehow to justify this 
flagrant military intervention in the Lebanon’s in- 
ternal affairs. The statement alleges that the 
United States has sent its troops to the Lebanon 
to demonstrate United States concern for the in- 
tegrity and independence of the Lebanon, which, 
so it claims, is being threatened from without, 
and also to protect American citizens in that 
country. 

The complete absence of any grounds for this 
contention is self-evident, for no one is threate- 
ning the Lebanon’s integrity and independence. 
Abundant evidence of this is provided, for exam- 
ple, by the statement of the United Nations Secre- 
tary-General, Mr. Hammarskjéld, and by the re- 
port of United Nations observers on the situation 
in the Lebanon. As for “concern” for the safety 
of American citizens, one may be permitted to 
ask what standards of international law allow 
foreign powers to send their armed forces to the 
territories of other states for such purposes. There 
are no such standards in international law. It 
is common knowledge, however, that references 
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to the need to protect their citizens have, from 
time immemorial, been a favourite device of all 
colonialists to justify gangster-like attacks on 
small countries. 

The real reason for United States armed inter- 
vention in the Lebanon is the desire of the oil 
monopolies of the United States and other Wes- 
tern powers to retain their colonial hold on coun- 
tries of the Middle East, and also the obvious 
bankruptcy of their policy in the Arab East and 
the collapse of the Baghdad pact and of the no- 
torious “‘Dulles-Eisenhower Doctrine.” 

This is borne out in a striking way bis the latest 
events in Iraq, which the White House statement 
regards as a reason which speeded up armed in- 
tervention by the United States. However, the 
events in Iraq are fresh proof of the Arab peo- 
ples’ unflinching determination to rid themselves 
of colonial dependence and to take their destiny 
into their own hands. 

It is well known that on the night of July 13, 
the monarchy in Iraq was overthrown by the 
army, supported by the people; a republic was 
proclaimed and a Government of the Republic of 
Iraq was set up. 

The first acts of this government, led by Ge- 
neral Abdel Kerim Kassem, in the sphere of fo- 
reign policy were statements expressing full sup- 
port for the principles of the Bandung Confe- 
rence, withdrawal from the aggressive military 
Baghdad pact, and recognition of the United Arab 
Republic. 

The Government of the Republic of Iraq de- 
clared that it would “act in accordance with the 
principles of the United Nations,” would ‘‘follow 
an Arab policy and strictly abide by the decisions 
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of the Bandung Conference,” and that it was pre- 
pared “to honour commitments and treaties sprin- 
ging from the interests of the motherland.” It 
also announced that it guaranteed the security of 
foreign nationals and their property. 

These actions are evidence of the government's 
intention to defend the country’s national inde- 
pendence and to strive, together with the other 
freedom-loving Arab peoples, to overcome the 
grievous aftermath of colonialism, to develop the 
national economy and to raise the living standards 
of the people. 

It is natural that the policy statements of the 
Government of the Republic of Iraq, being in ac- 
cordance as they are with the desires of the Iraqi 
and all other Arab peoples, should meet with 
unanimous support, both in Arab countries and 
in all peace-loving countries which regard the 
establishment of a republic as an entirely internal 
affair of the people of Iraq. 

This turn in events in the Middle East obvious- 
ly does not suit the colonial powers, which recei- 
ved the news of the establishment of the Republic 
of Iraq with undisguised hostility. Feverish acti- 
vity began immediately in Washington, London 
and Ankara. 

The existence of plans for large-scale interven- 
tion by the colonial powers in the internal affairs 
of countries of the Arab East is also borne out by 
the statement by the British Foreign Secretary, 
Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, that the British Government 
had been informed in advance of the United Sta- 
tes Government's intention to land its troops in 
the Lebanon, that the British Government fully 
supported this action of the United States and 
that the British armed forces in the area were 
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being kept ready. 

In order to provide a pretext for armed inter- 
vention in the internal affairs of the Arab coun- 
tries a statement by the Lebanese President Cha- 
moun asking the governments of the United Sta- 
tes, Britain and France to send troops to the Le- 
banon, was inspired. It is well known, however, 
that the present events in the Lebanon are a re- 
sult of purely internal causes and that only in- 
terference by countries of the Baghdad pact and 
the United States, seeking to preserve an anti- 
national regime at any cost, has led to civil war 
and to a worsening of the entire situation in the 
area. 

It should be noted that the landing of Ameri- 
can troops in Beirut is an act of armed interven- 
tion, not only against the Lebanon, but also 
against all the freedom-loving Arab countries. No 
bones are made about this in, for instance, the 
afore-mentioned White House statement, which- 
certainly not by accident-links the dispatch of 
troops to the Lebanon directly with the events 
in Iraq. This is also borne out by the fact that 
King Hussein of Jordan, obviously on advice 
from his patrons, has proclaimed himself the 
head of the now non-existent Iraqi-Jordanian fe- 
deration in place of King Feisal, deposed by the 
Iraqi people, even though he had neither substan- 
tive nor formal grounds for this. The provocative 
nature of this step is self-evident, and the fact is 
being ignored that the Government of the Repu- 
blic of Iraq, supported by the whole of the peo- 
ple, has officially announced Iraq’s withdrawal 
from the Iraqi-Jordanian federation. 

Armed intervention by the United States in the 
Lebanon shows clearly that the imperialists have 
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cast off their disguise and have begun open ag- 
gression against peace-loving Arab peoples. In 
this connection it becomes particularly clear why 
the Government of the United States did not ac- 
cept the Soviet Government’s proposal of Febru- 
ary 11, 1957, concerning non-interference by the 
great powers in the internal affairs of the coun- 
tries of the area. The Government of the United 
States refused to undertake commitments which 
would have ensured peace and eased the tension 
in that part of the world. 

It wanted to keep its hands free for aggression 
in the area. 

United States armed intervention in the Leba- 
non creates a grave threat to peace and is fraught 
with far-reaching consequences. The peoples can- 
not remain unconcerned in face of this brazen 
imperialist aggression, this gross encroachment 
on the sovereignty and national independence of 
the Arab countries and this unceremonious viola- 
tion of the principles of the United Nations. 

The White House plea that American troops 
are being sent to the Lebanon for purposes of self- 
defence and in the national interests of the United 
States is open mockery of these principles. Who 
does not know that the United States lies thous- 
ands of kilometres from the Lebanon and that 
the people of the Lebanon and other Arab coun- 
tries can in no way threaten either the national 
interests or the security of the United States? As 
for the Lebanon, it is precisely American armed 
intervention that is the main threat to the secu- 
rity of this small Arab country. 

Having taken to the road of flagrant violation 
of the United Nations Charter, the Government 
of the United States is now attempting to con- 
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front the Security Council and the whole of the 
United Nations with a fait accompli and to bring 
pressure to bear on the United Nations to make 
it approve the unilateral aggressive actions of the 
USA. 

The Soviet Government considers that the si- 
tuation in the Middle East~a situation created by 
open aggression on the part of the United States, 
supported by other colonial powers—is an alar- 
ming one and is dangerous to world peace. In 
these circumstances, the Security Council and the 
United Nations General Assembly should take 
urgent and vigorous measures to curb aggression 
and to protect the national independence of Arab 
states which have fallen victim to an unprovoked 
attack. 

The Soviet Government urges the Government 
of the United States to cease its armed interven- 
tion in the internal affairs of Arab countries and 
to withdraw its troops from the Lebanon imme- 
diately. 

The Soviet Government declares that the So- 
viet Union cannot remain indifferent to events 
creating a grave menace in an area abutting on 
its frontiers, and reserves the right to take the 
necessary measures dictated by the interests of 
peace and security. 


Izvestia, July 17, 1958 


Soviet Government's Statement on United States 
and British Aggression in Middle East 


July 18, 1958 


On July 17, the Government of the United 
Kingdom committed an act of armed aggression 
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against Jordan-British airborne units landed in 
the Jordan capital, Amman. 

Attempting to justify this open armed inter- 
vention in the internal affairs of this Arab state, 
the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Mr. 
Macmillan, insisted in the House of Commons that 
it was undertaken to help the Jordanian Govern- 
ment to resist aggression, although it is common 
knowledge that Jordan is threatened by no one, 
and the British Prime Minister was unable to give 
any facts or instances testifying to the existence 
of such a danger. The British Prime Minister said 
further that these actions of the British Govern- 
ment were fully supported and approved by the 
Government of the United States. Thus, the British 
Government has supported the United States, 
aggression, while the Government of the United 
States supports Britain’s aggression. 

Britain’s intervention in Jordan, undertaken 
right after the American invasion of the Lebanon, 
shows that the governments of the United States 
and the United Kingdom have a broadly conceiv- 
ed plan of aggressive actions to supress the na- 
tional-liberation movement in the Arab East. They 
want to impose the yoke of colonialism on the 
peoples once again and to retain the possibility 
for American and British monopolies to continue 
plundering the natural resources and manpower 
of these countries. 

By their decision on armed intervention in Jor- 
dan, the ruling circles of Britain, pretending to 
help King Hussein, are attempting to regain their 
colonialist positions in the country, which were 
forfeited to a considerable extent in 1956 when, 
on the demand of the Jordan people, the British 
military advisers, headed by Glubb Pasha, who 
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actually controlled the Jordan army, were ex- 
pelled from the country. 

It can be seen from the British Prime Minister's 
statement that the purpose of Britain’s armed in- 
tervention in Jordan is not only to suppress the 
movement of the Jordan people for their inde- 
pendence, but to entrench itself in Jordan and 
use this country, along with American-occupied 
Lebanon, as a military base for the suppression 
of the popular revolution in Iraq. At present the 
United States and Britain are hastily condition- 
ing public opinion to the further extension of the 
American-British armed intervention against the 
nations of the Arab East. 

One cannot fail to see that the governments of 
the United States and Britain have embarked 
upon the road of armed interference in the inter- 
nal affairs of other countries, a practice catego- 
rically prohibited by international law and the 
United Nations Charter. 

This path of military ventures is fraught with 
the gravest consequences for peace, and those 
who embark upon it must realise that the peo- 
ples will make them answer for these aggressive 
actions. Who better than the British Government 
should realise, particularly after the shameful 
fialure of the military venture against Egypt, 
that the time has gone forever when the fire of 
colonialist gun-boats and the landing of armed 
detachments in this or that colonial or dependent 
country could crush the uprisings of the oppres- 
sed peoples and save the colonialist regimes. 

Today, when hundreds of millions of formerly 
oppressed colonial peoples have started a strug- 
gle for their national rights, any attempts to pre- 
vent these nations from achieving their indepen- 
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dence are doomed to failure. The sacred right of 
the peoples to shape their life as they think fit 
is proclaimed in the Charter of the United Na- 
tions, which was signed also by the United Sta- 
tes and Britain. 

The United States and British governments 
have broken their commitments to the United Na- 
tions and have come out as violators of peace. 

The aggressors should bear in mind that all 
the peoples, particularly the Moslem population 
in the Middle East and the adjacent areas, will 
not be indifferent to the fate of the peoples who 
have fallen victim to foreign armed intervention. 
The peoples of the Arab East are not alone in 
their struggle for independence and freedom, 
against the criminal actions of the American and 
British colonialists. 

The peoples of the entire world condemn with 
wrath and indignation the American and British 
aggressors. A wave of protest against the bloody 
venture of the United States and British ruling 
circles in the Middle East has surged throughout 
the world, including Britain herself. The peoples 
demand-an immediate end to the armed interven- 
tion of the United States and Britain, they de- 
mand the withdrawal of the American and Bri- 
tish troops from the Lebanon and Jordan. 

The governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom have committed hostile acts 
against peace and they bear the responsibility for 
the consequences of their acts of aggression 
against the Lebanon and Jordan. 

The governments of the United States and the 
United Kingdom must end their armed interven- 
tion in the internal affairs of the Arab States and 
withdraw their troops at once from the Lebanon 
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and Jordan. 

The Soviet Government believes that at this 
crucial moment the Security Council and the Uni- 
ted Nations General Assembly must fulfil their 
duty of safeguarding peace, must curb the ag- 
gression, uphold the national independence of 
the Arab states which have fallen victim to an un- 
provoked attack, and must stamp out the hotbed 
of war. 

The Soviet Government declares that the So- 
viet Union will not remain indifferent to the acts 
of unprovoked aggression in an area adjacent to 
its frontiers, and that it will be compelled to take 
the necessary steps dictated by the interests of 
the Soviet Union’s security and of safeguarding 
world peace. 


Izvestia, July 19, 1958 


Soviet Government’s Note to Government 
of Israel 


August 1, 1958 


The Soviet Government considers it necessary 
to make the following statement to the Govern- 
ment of Israel: 

Since the first days of the armed intervention 
of the United States and Britain against the Leba- 
non and Jordan, American and British military 
planes have been making extensive use of the air 
space of Israel for transferring British occupa- 
tion troops to Jordan, for supplying them from 
bases in Cyprus and other points in the Middle 
East and Europe and also for staging “‘demons- 
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trations of strength.” 

According to a statement by officials of the 
United Kingdom, the Israeli Government “has gi- 
ven its unconditional permission” for these flights 
of British and American military planes taking 
part in the aggressive actions of the United Sta- 
tes and Britain in the Middle East. 

This attitude of the Israeli Government makes 
Israel a direct accomplice in the aggressive ac- 
tions of the United States and Britain against the 
peoples of the Lebanon, Jordan and other Arab 
states. 

The Soviet Government draws the attention of 
the Government of Israel to the full gravity of 
the possible consequences of such an attitude on 
the part of Israel at a time when the threat to 
peace in the Middle East has increased. The So- 
viet Government also considers it necessary to 
draw the attention of the Government of Israel 
to the fact that, by placing its air space at the dis- 
posal of Britain and the United States, it bears 
responsibility for the heightened tension in the 
Middle East, which can develop into a conflict 
with extremely dangerous consequences for the 
national interests of Israel herself. 


Izvestia, August 2, 1958 


Statement by USSR Foreign 
Minister A. A. Gromyko at New York 
Press Conference 


August 22, 1958 


The delegation of the Soviet Union has invited 
you here, taking into consideration the wishes of 








the representatives of the press and radio who 
want to know how we assess the results of the 
special emergency session of the UN General 
Assembly. 

It should first of all be pointed out that the 
Soviet delegation is satisfied with the results of 
the session of the General Assembly that has just 
concluded, as the session, in adopting the resolu- 
tion which you know about on the subject that 
was under discussion, took an important step to- 
wards easing the tension in the Middle East caus- 
ed by the aggression of the United States and 
Britain against the Lebanon and Jordan. 

The Assembly’s resolution reflected the will of 
the peoples who have demanded, and still conti- 
nue to demand the earliest withdrawal of foreign 
troops from the Lebanon and Jordan, as it une- 
quivocally speaks of the need for an early with- 
drawal of the forces of the United States and Bri- 
tain from the territories of those countries. No 
pretexts or subterfuges can help to escape this 
fact and any attempts to read a different mean- 
ing into the contents of the resolution are utterly 
unfounded. 

It is sufficient to read the statements of the de- 
legates to the session in order to see that the over- 
whelming majority of the delegations, including 
the delegations of countries bordering on _ the 
United States, which is very gratifying, have spo- 
ken in favour of the withdrawal of the British 
and American troops. The neighbours of the Uni- 
ted States know, too, what even indirect approval 
of the United States’ armed intervention in the 
internal affairs of other countries, not to men- 
tion direct approval, would have meant for their 
own destinies. 
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By accepting the proposal of the 10 Arab coun- 
tries, the Assembly has vigorously condemned 
foreign interference in the internal affairs of the 
Middle East countries. It has not only refused to 
support the actions of those who, in violation of 
the Charter of our Organisation, undertook armed 
intervention in the internal affairs of two sove- 
reign Arab states, but also, expressing the will 
of the overwhelming majority of countries, has 
declared that the internal affairs of the Arab peo- 
ples must be settled by those peoples themsel- 
ves. 

In this way the United Nations has taken up a 
most determined stand in defence of its own Char- 
ter, and this is a very good thing, as there have 
been quite a few attempts in recent years to re- 
duce this Charter to a scrap of paper, although 
it bears the signatures of nearly all the states of 
the world, including the signatures of the great 
powers. The resolution adopted contains an ap- 
peal to all the United Nations member-countries 
to act in their international relations in strict con- 
formity with the principles of respect for one 
another's territorial integrity and sovereignty, 
non-aggression, and strict non-interference in one 
another's internal affairs. Who will deny that this 
appeal constitutes an unequivocal warning to all 
those who have grossly violated the principles of 
the United Nations by committing armed inter- 
vention against the Lebanon and Jordan. 

Perhaps some people will choose to pretend 
that it is only with reservations that the princi- 
ples of international relations approved by the 
Assembly can be applied to the Arab states, and 
that some of the Arab countries are still not able 
to do without foreign bayonets. But there cannot 
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be two yardsticks here, of course. Non-interfe- 
rence in internal affairs is one of the basic prin- 
ciples of international relations—a principle that 
is equally binding on the Arab states and on the 
United States, Britain and all other countries. 

By reaffirming once again the principle of non- 
interference by one set of powers in the affairs 
of others, the Assembly has gone on record 
against the ‘doctrines’ of all kinds that are being 
used in an attempt to justify expansion and ag- 
gression against the countries of the Middle East. 
This conclusion cannot be disputed, even though 
some delegations did not speak openly about this, 
for reasons that are obvious to everyone. It is no 
accident that there have, in fact, been no state- 
ments in the Assembly in defence of such doctri- 
nes. 

It would certainly be wrong to assume that 
now, when a good resolution has been approved 
by the General Assembly, everything has been 
done to settle the situation in the Middle East. 
It is not enough to pass a good resolution; it is 
necessary to ensure that it is enforced and, mo- 
reover, quickly. No procrastination must be per- 
mitted in enforcing it. It must be said that a cer- 
tain share of responsibility in this connection de- 
volves on the United Nations Secretary-General 
who, we hope, will facilitate the early withdrawal 
of foreign troops. It would be ignoring the will 
of the Assembly, if anyone were to hide behind 
the Secretary-General’s back in an attempt to 
drag out the withdrawal of the troops. It seems 
to us that the United Nations must be on the 
alert in this connection. 

The decision adopted by the Assembly shows 
that the overwhelming majority of its members 
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have rejected the attempts of the United States 
and Britain to get their armed aggression appro- 
ved, or at least to secure approval for their po- 
licy of prolonging the occupation of the Lebanon 
and Jordan. The well-known letters from the US 
State Secretary and from the British Foreign Sec- 
retary to the President of the Assembly, which 
the Assembly ignored, and also the draft resolu- 
tion tabled on behalf of Norway and some other 
countries, but actually reflecting the viewpoint of 
the United States and Britain, have represented 
precisely such attempts. 

Another positive fact to be noted is that the 
Assembly did not let itself be led astray from the 
consideration of the main subject-the withdrawal 
of troops—by talk about plans for the “economic 
development” of the Arab countries, plans for 
the creation of United Nations armed forces or 
any other similar projects which have nothing to 
do with the task of ending the tension and_ the 
critical situation in the Middle East brought about 
by the action of the United States and Britain. 

In face of the almost unanimous condemna- 
tion of the United States’ and Britain’s interven- 
tion in the Middle East, those responsible for it 
are now making the best of a bad job, starting 
to praise to the skies the Arab nationalism which 
they were abusing only yesterday. The words 
they are uttering today are difficult to believe. 
They are scarcely being taken seriously by the 
Arab peoples, who are well aware of the value 
of the change of front arising from considerations 
of the moment. 

It is necessary to deal with one more important 
aspect of the resolution approved by the General 
Assembly. This resolution indicates that the Arab 
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countries have taken what is not a bad step to- 
wards their unity. This experience shows that 
unity of the Arab countries is possible, once their 
actions are based on the interests of peace, on the 
national interests of the Arab peoples, and not 
on the alien interests of foreign circles who re- 
gard the Arab world as an object for expansion. 

It is to be hoped that this experience will be 
instrumental in rallying the Arab states for the 
sake of defending and strengthening their inde- 
pendence and sovereignty. This is the sole wish 
for the Arab peoples from the Soviet Union, 
which is vitally interested in the Middle East be- 
coming an area of lasting peace rather than an 
area of imperialist intrigues and military provo- 
cations where there has been a continuous piling 
up of explosives for a number of years and, con- 
sequently, a growing danger of an explosion 
fraught with grave consequences for the cause of 
peace. 

It would certainly be too optimistic to conclude 
that the dangers of the policy of playing on arti- 
ficially created contradictions between individual 
Arab states and of new attempts at pitting them 
one against the other have now been removed. 
The powers which through their action have 
brought about the present strained situation in 
the Middle East area, may, all things considered, 
persist in their attempts to divide the Arab sta- 
tes and to profit from differences between them. 
It can be said just as confidently, however, that. 
it is becoming more and more difficult to carry 
out this policy in relation to the Arab states. 

Many people may ask why the Soviet Union 
has taken up such an adamant position on the 
question of the withdrawal of the United States’ 








and Britain’s troops from the Middle East and is 
insisting on their immediate withdrawal. This 
question does not seem to be a difficult one to 
answer. The countries of the Middle East are our 
neighbours, and the Soviet Union, all our people 
are far from being indifferent to what is going 
on in that area. The presence of foreign troops on 
the territories of the Middle East countries, the 
setting up of foreign military bases and the we- 
aving of all kinds of intrigues there, presenting 
a danger of a breach of the peace in that area, 
constitute a direct threat to the security of the 
Soviet Union. We are convinced that only those 
who are blind or those who deliberately shut 
their eyes to realities can fail to see this. 

The Soviet Union also proceeds on the basis 
of the fact that the tension in that area, let alone 
a breach of the peace, represents a danger to world 
peace in general. 

This is the reason why the Soviet Union is so 
adamant on this question and why it has repea- 
tedly drawn the attention of the governments of 
the United States, the United Kingdom and many 
other countries to the danger of the _ situation 
which has developed in the Middle East. 

The Soviet Union has more than once tried to 
reach agreement with the Western powers on 
steps to put an end to foreign interference in the 
internal affairs of the Middle East countries and 
to let the people of those countries settle their 
internal affairs without any interference from out- 
side. We regret that these attempts have so far 
been unsuccessful. It is to be hoped that the Ge- 
neral Assembly’s resolution stating that there 
must be no interference by some states in the 
internal affairs of others will compel the Western 
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powers, and above all the United States, to make 
a more sober assessment of the situation in the 
Middle East and renounce their policy of flagrant 
interference in the internal affairs of the coun- 
tries of that area. 

All that has been said permits us to express 
satisfaction with the results of the emergency 
session of the General Assembly, which was cal- 
led at the Soviet Union’s suggestion, and which, 
as the Soviet delegation pointed out at the final 
meeting yesterday, has done a very good job. 


Izvestia, August 24, 1958 


Soviet Government's Note to Government 
of Israel 


September 5, 1958 


The Soviet Government deems it necessary to 
state the following in connection with the Israeli 
Government's Note of August 12, 1958: 

The Israeli Government actually admits its 
complicity in the Anglo-American aggression 
against the Arab countries, since according to its 
own statement, it permitted British and American 
aircraft to use Israel’s air space for transporting 
British occupation troops and equipment to Jor- 
dan. It tries to justify its participation in the An- 
glo-American intervention in Jordan by asserting 
that the flights of American and British planes 
through Israel and the military occupation of 
Jordan were carried out at the request of the 
Jordanian Government, allegedly for Jordan’s 
defence against the threat of external attack. 


166 








This explanation of Israel’s complicity in the 
Anglo-American aggression against the Lebanon 
and Jordan is utterly lame. It is well known that 
attempts by the United States and Britain to cite 
King Hussein’s appeals for military assistance 
were refuted at the special emergency session of 
the UN General Assembly as a manoeuvre to 
cover up their acts of aggression against the Arab 
East. Britain’s military intervention in Jordan 
was resolutely condemned by the said session of 
the UN General Assembly, which unanimously 
adopted a decision on the early withdrawal of 
American and British troops from the Lebanon 
and Jordan. 

The attempt of the Israeli Government to jus- 
tify its complicity in the aggression against the 
Arab countries by referring to the alleged weak- 
ness of the United Nations in assuring the obser- 
vance of the UN Charter is groundless because 
the principles of the United Nations Charter are 
being violated by those forces which are flagran- 
tly interfering in the internal affairs of the Middle 
East countries and which have committed aggres- 
sion against the Lebanon and Jordan. 

Israel's complicity in this aggression does not 
by any means indicate her concern for the ob- 
servance of the United Nations Charter. If that 
were so she should not support the aggressors but 
the forces that are safeguarding peace and oppos- 
ing the policy of doctrines aimed at interference 
in the internal affairs of other states. 

In its Note the Israeli Government declares 
that it is striving for peace with the neighbouring 
Arab countries. However, as far as its relations 
with the Arab countries are concerned, its actions 
are quite the contrary. Had the Israeli Govern- 


167 





ment really been striving for peace with its nei- 
ghbours, it would not have participated in the 
Anglo-American aggression against the Arab 
countries, and would in no case have allowed 
British and American planes to use its air space 
to transport troops and armaments to Jordan; 
its officials would not have threatened to seize 
the western part of Jordan. 

The Soviet Government still considers that the 
Government of Israel bears no small share of 
responsibility for the tense situation existing in 
the Middle East. 


Izvestia, September 7, 1958 


From Joint Communique on Talks Between USSR 
and United Arab Republic 


Both sides have thoroughly examined the situa- 
tion in the Middle East and have condemned the 
policy of imperialism, which is a source of cons- 
tant tension in that region. The Soviet Union ex- 
presses its full support for the Arab  people’s 
struggle against this policy of the imperialist 
forces, which are seeking to revive military-co- 
lonial blocs in the Arab East and to split the for- 
ces that are fighting against colonialism and neo- 
colonialism. 

The Soviet side fully supports the legitimate 
and inalienable rights of the Palestinian Arabs. 
It supports the struggle and the efforts of Arab 
states against the aggressive intrigues of the im- 
perialist forces that are seeking to exploit the Pa- 
lestinian problem for the purpose of exacerbating 
tension in the Middle East. 
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The two sides have examined the situation exis- 
ting in the south of the Arabian Peninsula. They 
have condemned the policy of oppression which 
is being carried out by the colonial power in 
Aden and in the Arab South of the Arabian Pe- 
ninsula. Both sides express their full support for 
the courageous struggle of the Arab people for 
the realisation of their aspirations for freedom 
and self-determination. In this connection, they 
urge the British Government to carry out the de- 
cisions of the United Nations. 

Both sides reaffirm their support for the Omani 
people in the struggle against colonialism. They 
draw the attention of the United Nations com- 
mission on decolonisation to the need for ending 
the colonial system in Oman and giving its peo- 
ple the opportunity to re-establish their sovereign- 
ty over their territory and its natural wealth. 


Pravda, May 19, 1966 


In the USSR Foreign Ministry 


A few days ago the Extraordinary and Plenipo- 
tentiary Ambassador of Israel was asked to come 
to the USSR Foreign Ministry where he was 
handed a statement in connection with Israel’s un- 
ceasing acts of aggression against the neighbouring 
Arab states. 

The statement pointed out that the Soviet Go- 
vernment had drawn the attention of the Govern- 
ment of Israel more than once to repeated aggrava- 
tions of the situation in the Middle East resulting 
from the policy pursued by external imperialist 
forces and Israeli extremist and militarist circles, 
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a policy spearheaded against the sovereignty and 
independence of the neighbouring Arab states. The 
situation in this region has been the subject of 
many discussions by the UN Security Council, and 
it continues to trouble the world public. 

The Soviet Government, the statement _ said, 
could not fail to notice the armed incident bet- 
ween Israel and Syria on April 7, in which the 
Israeli side permitted herself to engage in open 
military operations involving aviation, tanks and 
artillery against the Syrian Arab Republic. Isra- 
el’s dangerous playing with fire in a region situat- 
ed in the direct vicinity of the Soviet Union’s 
boundaries, was accompanied by statements con- 
firming Israel’s desire to settle Israeli-Arab con- 
troversies from a position of strength. For exam- 
ple, the Chief of the Israeli General Staff declared 
that Israel’s armed attack of April 7 was not the 
last and that Israel herself would choose the 
forms, methods and time for fresh similar acts. 

The Statement by the USSR Foreign Ministry 
emphasised that in this way the world was once 
again faced with an act of aggression by Israel 
which displayed an aptitude for adventurism, 
jeopardising the cause of place. 

As for the April 7 attack on Syria, the Soviet 
Government deems it necessary to again warn 
the Government of Israel of the danger stemming 
from the risky policy Israel has pursued for se- 
veral years now, and for which it will bear full 
responsibility. The Soviet Government expects 
that the Government of Israel will carefully as- 
sess the prevailing situation, and will stop going 
along with those who, displaying political short- 
sightedness, are prepared to reduce their country 
to something like a toy in the hands of hostile 
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external forces, thus threatening their people’s 
vital interests and the very destiny of their coun- 
try. 
The Israeli Ambassador said he would deliver 
the statement to his government. 


Pravda, April 27, 1967 


Soviet Government's Statement on Situation 
in Middle East 


May 24, 1967 


A situation giving rise to anxiety with regard 
to the interests of peace and international secur- 
ity, has been taking shape in the Middle East in 
recent weeks. 

After the armed attack by Israeli forces on the 
territory of the Syrian Arab Republic on April 7 
this year, the ruling circles of Israel continued to 
inflame the atmosphere of war hysteria in the 
country. 

Leading statesmen, including Foreign Minister 
Eban, openly called for large-scale Israeli ‘‘pu- 
nitive’ operations against Syria and for “a deci- 
sive blow” to be struck against her. 

The Defence and Foreign Policy Committee of 
the Knesseth (Parliament) on May 9 granted the 
government powers to carry out military opera- 
tions against Syria. Israeli troops which had been 
moved to the frontiers of Syria were alerted. Mo- 
bilisation was proclaimed in the country. 

It is quite clear that Israel could not act in this 
way if it were not for the direct and indirect en- 
couragement it has had for its position from cer- 
tain imperialist circles which seek to restore colo- 
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nial oppression to the Arab lands. 

These circles regard Israel in the present con- 
ditions as the main force against the Arab coun- 
tries which pursue an independent national po- 
licy and resist pressure from imperialism. 

Israeli extremists apparently hoped to take Sy- 
ria by surprise and alone, but they miscalculated. 
Showing solidarity with the courageous struggle 
of the Syrian people who are upholding their in- 
dependence and sovereign rights, the Arab sta- 
tes-the United Arab Republic, Iraq, Algeria, the 
Yemen, the Lebanon, Kuwait, the Sudan and Jor- 
dan-declared their determination to help Syria 
in the event of an attack by Israel. 

The United Arab Republic, honouring its com- 
mitments of alliance for joint defence with Syria, 
took steps to contain the aggression. 

Considering that the presence of UN troops in 
the Gaza area and the Sinai Peninsula would, in 
this situation, give Israel advantages for staging 
a military provocation against Arab countries, 
the UAR Government asked the United Nations 
to pull out its troops from this area. 

A number of Arab states voiced their readiness 
to place their armed forces at the disposal of the 
Joint Arab Command to repel Israeli aggression. 

As is known, the Soviet Government, in connec- 
tion with the April 7 armed provocation, warned 
the Government of Israel that it would bear the 
responsibility for the consequences of its aggres- 
sive policy. 

It appears that a reasonable attitude has not 
yet triumphed in Tel Aviv. As a result Israel is 
again to blame for a dangerous worsening of ten- 
sion in the Middle East. 

The question arises: What interests does the 


172 








state of Israel serve by pursuing such a policy? 
If they calculate in Tel Aviv that it will play the 
role of colonial overseer for the imperialist po- 
wers over the peoples of the Arab East, there is 
no need to prove the lack of foundation for such 
calculations in this age when the peoples of whole 
continents have shaken off the fetters of colo- 
nial oppression and are now building an indepen- 
dent life. 

For decades the Soviet Union has been giving 
all-round assistance to the peoples of the Arab 
countries in their just struggle for national libe- 
ration from colonialism and for the advancement 
of their economy. 

Let no one, however, have any doubts about the 
fact that should anyone try to unleash aggression 
in the Middle East he would be met not only by 
the united strength of the Arab countries but also 
by the strong opposition to aggression of the So- 
viet Union and all peace-loving states. 

It is the firm belief of the Soviet Government 
that the peoples have no interest in kindling a mi- 
litary conflict in the Middle East. 

It is only a handful of colonial oil monopolies 
and their hangers-on who can be interested in such 
a conflict. It is only the forces of imperialism, with 
Israel following in the wake of their policy, that 
can be interested in it. 

The Soviet Government keeps a close watch on 
the developments in the Middle East. It proceeds 
from the fact that the maintenance of peace and 
security in the area directly adjacent to the Soviet 
borders meets the vital interests of the Soviet peo- 
ples. 

Taking due account of the situation, the Soviet 
Union is doing and will continue to do everything 
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in its power to prevent a violation of peace and se- 
curity in the Middle East and to safeguard the legi- 
timate rights of the peoples. 


Pravda, May 24, 1967 


Soviet Government’s Statement 


June 5, 1967 


On June 5, 1967, Israel started military actions 
against the United Arab Republic, thus committing 
aggression. The armed forces of the United Arab 
Republic are waging battles against Israeli troops 
who have invaded the territory of the UAR. 

Taking part in hostilities on both sides are tanks, 
artillery and aviation. 

The Arab Republic of Syria has taken the side of 
the United Arab Republic and is giving it armed 
assistance in repelling aggression. Jordan has de- 
clared that it is in a state of war with Israel and 
that it will give military support to the United 
Arab Republic. Iraq, Algeria and other Arab sta- 
tes have also announced their support for the 
UAR with their armed forces and resources. 

Thus, a military conflict has flared up in the 
Middle East becayse of the adventurism of the 
rulers of one country, Israel, which has been en- 
couraged by the covert and open actions of cer- 
tain imperialist circles. 

That country has been pushed into those dan- 
gerous actions by leaders who keep on saying 
that they are waging a struggle for the existence 
of Israel as a state. Yet if there is anything that 
can undermine most of all the foundations for the 
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development and the very existence of the state 
of Israel, it is the course of recklessness and ad- 
venturism in policy which has been chosen by 
the Israeli ruling circles today. 

The Israeli Government cannot say that it was 
not aware of what course it was taking. Nor can 
it say that it was not clear to it what position 
peace-loving states would take in the event of it 
Jaunching a war of aggression, 

The Israeli Government knew that war could 
be avoided. That is what it was called upon to do 
by the Soviet Union and other peace-loving sta- 
tes. But it chose the road of war. There can be no 
doubt that the venture undertaken by Israel will 
rebound first of all upon Israel herself. 

The Soviet Union, loyal as it is to its policy of 
helping peoples who are victims of aggression, 
and of helping states newly liberated from colo- 
nial oppression, declares its resolute support for 
the governments and peoples of the United Arab 
Republic, Syria, Iraq, Algeria, Jordan and other 
Arab states and expresses confidence in the suc- 
cess of their just struggle for their independence 
and sovereign rights. 

In condemning Israeli aggression, the Soviet 
Government demands that the Israeli Govern- 
ment~as the first urgent step to end the military 
conflict-should immediately and unconditionally 
stop its military actions against the United Arab 
Republic, Syria, Jordan and other Arab countries 
and pull back its troops beyond the truce line. 

The Government of the USSR expresses the 
hope that the governments of other states, inclu- 
ding the great powers, will, for their part, do 
everything they can to extinguish the conflagra- 
tion of war in the Middle East and restore peace. 
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The United Nations must discharge its direct 
duty-condemn the Israeli actions and promptly 
take steps to restore peace in the Middle East. 

The Soviet Government reserves the right to 
take all steps that may be necessitated by the si- 
tuation. 


Pravda, June 6, 1967 


Soviet Government’s Statement to Israeli 
Government 


June 7, 1967 


The Soviet Government addressed the following 
statement to the Israeli Government on June 7: 

“Reports are coming in from various sources 
that the resolution of the United Nations Secu- 
rity Council on an immediate cease-fire and en- 
ding of all hostilities is not being carried out by 
the Israeli side. 

“Israel is grossly and blatantly trampling this 
decision under foot and is continuing the war 
against the Arab states. 

“This stand of the Israeli Government is addi- 
tional proof of the aggressive nature of your po- 
licy, which disregards elementary standards of 
international relations and openly shows disre- 
gard for the principles and purposes of the United 
Nations Charter. 

“The Soviet Government has explicitly warned 
the Government of Israel against pursuing a po- 
licy of aggression and adventurism. The Israeli 
leaders, however, have not listened to the voice 
of reason, 
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“Tf the Israeli Government now does not im- 
mediately abide by the common demand of states 
for an immediate ending of the shooting, which 
is expressed in the Security Council’s resolution, 
the Soviet Union will revise its attitude in respect 
to Israel and take a decision concerning the fur- 
ther maintenance of diplomatic relations with 
Israel, which by its actions is opposing itself to 
all peace-loving states. 

“Tt goes without saying that the Soviet Govern- 
ment will consider and implement other necessary 
measures stemming from Israel’s aggressive po- 
licy.” 


Pravda, June 8, 196% 


From Statement by Central Committee 
of Communist and Workers’ Parties and 
Governments of Poland, Hungary, GDR, USSR, 
Czechoslovakia and: Yugoslavia 


June 9, 1967 


Those attending the meeting studied the situa- 
tion created in the Middle East by Israel’s aggres- 
sion, which is the result of the collusion of cer- 
tain imperialist forces and first of all, the United 
States, against the Arab countries. 

Those taking part in the meeting exchanged 
views on the measures necessary to cut short the 
aggression and to avert its consequences, which 
are dangerous to the cause of universal peace. 

Those taking part in the meeting find it neces- 
sary to draw the appropriate conclusions from the 
fact that Israel did not comply with the decision 
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of the Security Council and did not stop its mi- 
litary actions against the Arab states. 

The occupation of the territory of Arab states 
by Israeli troops would be used for the restora- 
tion of the foreign colonial regime. 

On June 9, despite the cease-fire statement by 
the Government of Syria, Israeli troops conducted 
a new offensive on Syria's border, subjecting Sy- 
rian towns to barbaric bombing. 

Struggling against imperialism for their free- 
dom and independence, for the integrity of their 
territories, for their inalienable sovereign right 
to decide independently all questions of their do- 
mestic life and foreign policy, the peoples of the 
Arab countries are upholding a just cause. 

The peoples of the socialist countries are com- 
pletely on their side. 

The peoples of the United Arab Republic and 
a number of other Arab countries have scored 
historic victories in recent years in the field of 
winning national independence and freedom. 

Important social transformations in the inte- 
rests of the working masses of the people have 
been carried out. 

We express our confidence that these gains will 
be preserved and that progressive regimes will 
be consolidated, despite the difficulties in the 
path of the Arab peoples. 

At a difficult hour for the states of the Arab 
East, the socialist countries declare their full and 
complete solidarity with their just struggle and 
that they will render them aid in the cause of 
repelling aggression and defending their national 
independence and territorial integrity. 

The states taking part in this meeting demand 
that Israel immediately stop its military actions 
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against the neighbouring Arab countries and with- 
draw all its troops from their territories to behind 
the truce line. 

It is the duty of the United Nations to con- 
demn the aggression. If the Security Council does 
not take the appropriate measures, a grave res- 
ponsibility will rest with those states which failed 
to fulfil their duty as members of the Security 
Council. 

Resolute concerted actions by all peace-loving 
and progressive forces and all those who treasure 
the cause of the freedom and independence of the 
peoples are necessary today as never before. 

If the Government of Israel does not stop its 
aggression and withdraw its troops behind the 
truce line, the socialist states which signed this 
statement will do everything necessary to help 
the peoples of the Arab countries to administer a 
resolute rebuff to the aggressor, to protect their 
lawful rights, to extinguish the hotbed of war in 
the Middle East and to restore peace in that 
area. 

The just struggle of the Arab people will 
triumph! 

Pravda, June 11, 1967 


Soviet Government’s Note to Government 
of Israel 


June 10, 1967 
The following Note from the Soviet Govern- 


ment to the Government of Israel was handed to 
the Israeli Ambassador in the USSR on June 10: 
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The news has just reached here that Israeli 
troops, ignoring the Security Council's resolution 
on the termination of military operations, are 
proceeding with these operations, seizing Syrian 
territory and are advancing in the direction of 
Damascus. 

“The Soviet Government has warned the Go- 
vernment of Israel that it bears the full burden of 
responsibility for its perfidy and its glaring vio- 
lation of the Security Council decisions. 

“Unless Israel immediately halts its military 
actions, the Soviet Union, jointly with other peace- 
loving states, will adopt sanctions against Israel, 
with all the consequences flowing therefrom. 

“The Soviet Government states that in view 
of the continued Israeli aggression against Arab 
states and its gross violation of the Security 
Council resolutions, the Soviet Government has 
decided to sever the Soviet Union’s diplomatic 
relations with Israel.” 


Pravda, June 11, 1967 


From Speech by A. N. Kosygin, Chairman of the 
USSR Council of Ministers, at Special Emergency 
Session of UN General Assembly, June 19, 1967 


If the events in the Middle East are analysed, 
the conclusion will unfailingly be reached that 
the war between Israel and the Arab states, too, 
did not result from some kind of misunderstan- 
ding or inadequate understanding of one another 
by the parties concerned. Nor is this just a local 
conflict. The events that have taken place recently 
in the Middle East in connection with the armed 
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conflict between Israel and Arab states must be 
considered precisely within the context of the 
general international situation. 

I do not want to go into details, but basic facts 
have to be mentioned in order to give a correct 
assessment of what has happened. 

What were the main features in the relations 
between Israel and the Arab countries during the 
past year? They were the continually increasing 
tension and the mounting scale of attacks by Is- 
raeli troops against one or another of Israel’s 
neighbours. 

On November 25, 1966, the Security Council 
censured the Government of Israel for a care- 
fully planned “large-scale military action’ against 
Jordan in violation of the United Nations Char- 
ter, and warned that if such actions were repeat- 
ed, the Security Council would have to consider 
“further and more effective steps as envisaged in 
the Charter.” Israel, however, did not want to 
draw the lesson from this. 

On April 7, this year, Israeli troops launched 
an attack against the territory of the Syrian Arab 
Republic. It was a large-scale military operation 
involving planes, tanks and artillery. Following 
this, Israel provoked new military incidents on 
her frontier with Jordan. 

Once again Israel was warned by a number of 
states about responsibility for the consequences 
of the policy she was pursuing. But even after 
that the Israeli Government did not reconsider 
its course. Its political leaders openly threatened 
“more extensive military actions against Arab 
countries.” 

The Prime Minister of Israel made it clear that 
the armed attack on Syria in April was not the 


181 





last step and that Israel was herself going to 
choose the method and time for new actions of 
this kind. On May 9, this year, the Israeli Parlia- 
ment authorised the Government of Israel to car- 
ry out military operations against Syria. Israeli 
troops began concentrating at the Syrian frontier 
and mobilisation was carried out in the country. 

In those days the Soviet Government, and I be- 
lieve others too, began to receive information to 
the effect that the Israeli Government has timed 
for the end of May a sudden strike at Syria in 
order to crush her and then carry the fighting 
over into the territory of the United Arab Repu- 
blic. 

When the preparations for war entered the final 
stage, the Government of Israel suddenly began 
to spread, both confidentially and publicly, pro- 
fuse assurances of its peaceful intentions. It de- 
clared that it was not going to start hostilities 
and was not seeking a conflict with its neigh- 
bours. 

Literally a few hours before the attack on the 
Arab states, the Defence Minister of Israel swore 
that his government was seeking peaceful solu- 
tions. “Let diplomacy work,” the Minister was 
saying at the very moment when the Israeli pi- 
lots had already received orders to bomb towns 
in the United Arab Republic, Syria and Jordan. 
Unprecedented perfidy, indeed! 

On June 5, Israel started war against the Unit- 
ed Arab Republic, Syria and Jordan. The Govern- 
ment of Israel flouted the Charter of the United 
Nations and the standards of international law, 
and thus showed that all its peaceful declarations 
were false through and through. 

What followed is well known. 


182 











Here, within the United Nations, I will only 
recall the arrogance with which the unbridled 
aggressor ignored the Security Council’s demands 
for an immediate cease-fire. 

On June 6 the Security Council proposed an 
end to all hostilities as a first step towards the 
restoration of peace, Israel extended the opera- 
tions on the fronts. 

On June 7 the Security Council fixed a time-li- 
mit for stopping all hostilities. The Israeli troops 
continued their offensive, and Israeli aircraft 
bombed peaceful Arab towns and villages. 

On June 9 the Security Council issued a new 
and categoric demand prescribing a_ cease-fire. 
That was also ignored by Israel. The Israeli Army 
mounted an attack against the Syrian defence li- 
nes with the aim of breaking through to the capi- 
tal of that state-Damascus. 

The Security Council had to adopt yet another, 
its fourth, decision, and a number of states had 
to sever diplomatic relations with Israel and give 
a firm warning about the use of sanctions before 
the Israeli troops stopped military actions. In 
fact, the greater part of the territory of Arab 
countries now actually occupied by Israel was 
seized after the Security Council had taken the 
decision on an immediate cessation of hostilities. 

The facts irrefutably prove that Israel bears 
the responsibility for unleashing the war and for 
the victims and the consequences of that war. 

However, if anyone needs additional proof that 
it was Israel who unleashed the war in the Middle 
East and that she is actually the aggressor, that 
proof has been furnished by Israel herself. 

It is impossible to interpret in any other way 
the refusal of the Israeli Government to support 
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the Soviet Union’s proposal that a special emer- 
gency session of the UN General Assembly 
should be called. If the government of Israel had 
not been conscious of its guilt before the peoples 
of the world, it would not have been so afraid of 
our discussion and of those decisions which this 
General Assembly must take. 

Israel has no arguments that would justify her 
aggression. Her attempts to justify herself, like 
the attempts of her advocates to whitewash the 
policy and actions of Israel, which are based on 
assertions that the attack on the Arab states was 
an action which Israel was forced to take and that 
the other side left her no alternative, are a decep- 
tion. 

If Israel had any claims against her neighbours, 
she should have come here to the United Nations 
and should have sought a settlement here, by 
peaceful means, as is prescribed by the UN Char- 
ter. After all, Israel claims to be entitled to the 
rights and privileges offered by membership of 
the United Nations organisation. But rights can- 
not exist in isolation from duties. 

More and more reports are coming in about 
atrocities and acts of violence committed by the 
Israeli invaders on the territories they have sei- 
zed. 

What is going on in the Sinai Peninsula and in 
the Gaza Strip, in the western part of Jordan and 
on the Syrian soil occupied by the Israeli troops, 
brings to the mind the heinous crimes perpetrat- , 
ed by the fascists during the Second World War. 
The indigenous Arab population are being evict- 
ed from Gaza, Jerusalem and other areas. In the 
same way as Hitler Germany used to appoint 
gauleiters in the occupied regions, the Israeli Go- 
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vernment is establishing an occupation adminis- 
tration on the territories seized and is appointing 
its military governors there. 

Israeli troops are burning villages and destroy- 
ing hospitals and schools. The civilian population 
are deprived of food and water and of all means 
of subsistence. There have been instances of pri- 
soners of war and even women and children being 
shot and of ambulances carrying the wounded 
being set on fire. 

The United Nations cannot overlook these cri- 
mes. The Security Council has already addressed 
itself to the Government of Israel with a demand 
that the safety, wellbeing and security of the po- 
pulation in the occupied regions be ensured. That 
resolution is in itself an accusation against the 
aggressor. The United Nations must compel Israel 
to respect international law. Those who are the 
master-minds behind the crimes on the occupied 
territories of the Arab countries and those who 
commit those crimes must be sternly called to 
account. 

Loyal to the principle of rendering aid to the 
victims of aggression and supporting the peoples 
who are fighting for their independence and free- 
dom, the Soviet Union has resolutely come out in 
defence of the Arab states. We warned the Go- 
vernment of Israel both before the aggression and 
during the war that if it had decided to take 
upon itself the responsibility for unleashing a mi- 
litary conflict, that government would have to 
pay in full measure for the consequences of that 
step. We still firmly adhere to this position. 

When the question is one of war and peace, 
and of protecting the rights of peoples, there 
must be no place for political zigzags. It does, of 
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course, happen that in order to solve this or that 
problem, states chart several possible routes. But 
in such matters as the one which is being consi- 
dered now by the emergency session of the Gene- 
ral Assembly there is no alternative to resolute 
condemnation of the aggressor and those forces 
that stand behind him; there is no alternative to 
the elimination of the consequences of the aggres- 
sion, There is no other way to bring about the 
cessation of the aggression and to rein in those 
who might wish to embark on new adventures 
in the future. 


It may be asked: ‘Why is the Soviet Union so 
resolutely opposing Israel?’’ However, gentlemen, 
the Soviet Union is not against Israel—it is against 
the aggressive policy pursued by the ruling cir- 
cles of that state. 

Throughout its 50 years’ history, the Soviet 
Union has regarded all peoples, large or small, 
with respect. Every people enjoys the right to 
establish an independent national state of its 
own. This constitutes one of the fundamental prin- 
ciples of the policy of the Soviet Union. It was 
on this basis that we formulated our attitude to 
Israel as a state, when we voted in 1947 for the 
United Nations’ decision to create two indepen- 
dent states, a Jewish one and an Arab one, on the 
territory of the former British colony of Palesti- 
ne. Guided by this fundamental policy, the So- 
viet Union was later to establish diplomatic rela- 
tions with Israel. 

While upholding the rights of peoples to self- 
determination, the Soviet Union just as resolutely 
condemns attempts by any state to pursue an ag- 
gressive policy in relation to other countries, a 
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policy of seizing foreign lands and subjugating 
the people living there. 

What, however, is actually the policy of the 
state of Israel? 

Unfortunately, throughout most of Israel’s his- 
tory the ruling circles in Israel have pursued a 
policy of conquest and territorial expansion that 
has cut into the lands of neighbouring Arab sta- 
tes, evicting or even exterminating, in the pro- 
cess, the indigenous population of those areas. 

This was the case in 1948-49, when Israel for- 
cibly seized a sizeable portion of the territory of 
the Arab state whose creation the UN decision 
had envisaged. About a million people found 
themselves evicted from their homeland and con- 
demned to hunger, suffering and _ poverty. 
Throughout all these years, deprived of a country 
and of the means of subsistence, these people have 
remained in the position of exiles. The acute pro- 
blem of the Palestinian refugees, created by Is- 
rael’s policy, remains unsolved to this day, cons- 
tantly increasing tension in the region. 

This was also the case in 1956, when Israel 
became a party to aggression against Egypt. Her 
forces invaded Egyptian territory along the same 
routes as today. At that time Israel also tried to 
retain the lands seized, but she was obliged to 
go back, beyond the armistice lines, under the po- 
werful pressure exercised by the United Nations 
and the majority of its members. 

The members of the United Nations are well 
aware that through all the years that followed, 
Israel committed aggressive acts, either against 
the United Arab Republic, or against Syria or 
Jordan. Never was the Security Council convened 
so often in those years as it was to consider ques- 
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tions relating to conflicts between Israel and the 
Arab states. 

As we have’ seen, the very recent aggressive 
war unleashed by Israel against the Arab coun- 
tries is a direct continuation of the policy which 
the extremist ruling groups in Israel have con- 
tinued to impose upon their state throughout its 
existence. 

It is this aggressive policy that is resolutely 
and consistently opposed by the Soviet Union, 
together with other socialist countries and all 
peace-loving states. 

The duty of the United Nations is to force 
Israel to obey the demands of the peoples. If 
the United Nations were to fail in this, it would 
not be fulfilling its noble function, the function 
for which it was created, and the peoples’ faith 
in this organisation would be shaken. 

Only on the path of peace, on the path of re- 
nunciation of the aggressive policy towards neigh- 
bouring states can Israel assert herself among 
the countries of the world. 

We would not have been consistent and fair in 
estimating Israel's policy, if we did not declare 
with all certainty that in her actions Israel has 
enjoyed outside support from certain imperialist 
circles. Moreover, those powerful circles made 
statements and took practical actions which could 
only have been interpreted by Israeli extremists 
as direct encouragement to commit acts of ag- 
gression. : 

For example, how else could one describe the 
fact that on the eve of the Israeli aggression a 
plan was urgently devised in the United States 
and the United Kingdom-and this was widely 
reported in the press—for establishing an inter- 
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national naval force to bring pressure to bear on 
the Arab states? How else could one describe the 
military demonstrations by the American Sixth 
Fleet off the coasts of the Arab states, and the 
build-up of the British Navy and Air Force in the 
Mediterranean and the Red Sea area, or the in- 
crease in the deliveries of modern arms and am- 
munition for the Israeli Army? 

The campaign of incitement against the Arab 
states and their leaders was promoted especially 
in the United States and West Germany. In the 
Federal Republic of Germany, in particular, it 
was announced that discriminatory financial 
measures against the Arab states had been intro- 
duced. The recruitment of so-called volunteers for 
Israel started in several West German towns. 

Significantly, after the start of hostilities, when 
in the first hours of the armed clash the Soviet 
Union strongly condemned the Israeli aggressors 
and demanded universal condemnation of their 
perfidious acts, an immediate cease-fire and the 
withdrawal of troops beyond the armistice lines, 
the very same forces which could not be termed 
other than accomplices in aggression, did all they 
could to help Israel to gain time and carry out 
new conquests and achieve her aims. 

As a result, the Security Council found itself 
unable to take the decision which was prompted 
by the existing emergency. That is why the res- 
ponsibility for the dangerous situation in the 
Middle East rests squarely, not only with Israel, 
but also with those who backed her in those 
events. 

At the present time extremist beligerent circles 
in Tel Aviv claim that their seizure of Arab ter- 
ritories, engineered by them, provides them—and 
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this they have the effrontery to assert—with 
grounds for presenting new demands to the Arab 
countries and peoples. 

An unbridled anti-Arab propaganda campaign, 
played up by the press in certain western coun- 
tries, is being conducted in Israel: the force of 
arms is being extolled; new threats are being 
voiced against the neighbouring countries, and 
it is being declared that Israel will not heed any 
decision, including that of the present session of 
the UN General Assembly, unless it meets her 
claims. 

The aggressor is in a state of intoxication. The 
long-nurtured plans for carving up again the map 
of the Middle East are now being put forward. 
The Israeli leaders are proclaiming that Israel will 
not leave the Gaza Strip or the western banks of 
the River Jordan. They are claiming that Israel 
intends to maintain her control over the whole of 
Jerusalem, and are asserting that in the event of 
the Arab countries being reluctant to comply with 
Israeli demands, the Israeli forces will simply re- 
main in their present positions. 

What is the attitude of the United States and 
British governments to the Israeli claims? In ac- 
tual fact they are encouraging the aggressor here 
as well. In what other way can the aggressor in- 
terpret their attitude in the Security Council, 
which blocked the adoption of the proposal for 
an immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops behind 
the armistice lines? The words in support of the 
political independence and territorial integrity of 
the Middle East countries coming lavishly from 
the US representatives would only make sense if 
those uttering them were to reject in no uncertain 
way the territorial claims of the aggressor and 
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were to favour the immediate withdrawal of 
troops. 


In putting forward a programme of annexation, 
Israel seems to have completely lost a sense of 
reality and has set out on a very dangerous path. 
Any attempt to consolidate the results of aggres- 
sion is bound to fail. We are confident that the 
United Nations will reject attempts to impose on 
the Arab peoples a settlement that might jeopar- 
dise their legitimate interests and hurt their feel- 
ings or self-respect. 


Territorial conquests, if they were to be recog- 
nised by various states, would only lead to new 
and perhaps bigger conflicts. Consequently, peace 
and security in the Middle East would remain 
illusory. Such a situation cannot be permitted to 
arise, and one may rest assured that this is not 
going to happen. Attempts to consolidate the 
fruits of aggression will in the long run act as a 
boomerang against Israel and her people. 


By occupying territories of the United Arab 
Republic, Jordan and Syria, Israel is continuing 
to challenge the -United Nations and all peace- 
loving states. That is why the main task of this 
Assembly is to condemn the aggressor and take 
steps for an immediate withdrawal of Israeli 
troops beyond the armistice lines. In other words, 
the task is to clear all the territories of Arab 
countries, occupied by the Israeli forces, of the 
invaders. 

The Israeli aggression has resulted in paraly- 
sing the Suez Canal, an important waterway which 
has been transformed by the invaders into a line 
on the battle front. The Soviet Union is making 
a categorical demand that the Israeli forces be 
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immediately removed from the banks of the Suez 
Canal and from all occupied Arab territories. 

Only the withdrawal of the Israeli forces from 
the territories seized can change the situation in 
favour of a détente and the creation of conditions 
for peace in the Middle East. 

Is it not clear that unless this is done, and un- 
less the forces of the Israeli invaders are evicted 
from the territories of Arab states, there can be 
no hope of settling other unsolved problems in 
the Middle East? 

Those who unleashed war against the Arab sta- 
tes should not cherish hopes that they may derive 
certain advantages from this. The United Na- 
tions, which is called upon to serve the cause of 
preserving peace and international security, must 
use all its influence and all its prestige in order 
to put an end to aggression. 

In demanding that aggression be condemned 
and the troops withdrawn from the seized terri- 
tories of the United Arab Republic, Syria and Jor- 
dan, the Soviet Government is proceeding from 
the need to preserve peace, and not only peace 
in the Middle East. It must not be forgotten that 
there are many regions in the world where there 
are bound to be persons eager to seize foreign 
territories and where the principles of territorial 
integrity and respect for the sovereignty of sta- 
tes are far from being honoured. If Israel’s claims 
do not receive a rebuff today, tomorrow a new 
aggressor, big or small, may attempt to overrun 
the lands of other peaceful countries. 

The peoples of the world are watching closely 
to see whether the United Nations will be able to 
administer a fitting rebuff to the aggressor and 
safeguard the interests of the peoples of one of 
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the major regions of the world—the Middle East. 
The present developments in this region give rise 
to anxiety on the part of many states from the 
point of view of their own security. And that is 
quite understandable. 

If we here, in the United Nations, fail to take 
the necessary measures, even those states which 
are not parties to the conflict may draw the con- 
clusion that they cannot expect protection from 
the United Nations. In order to enhance their 
security they may set out on the path of an arms 
build-up and increase their military budgets. This 
would mean that funds earmarked for the deve- 
lopment of the national economy and the impro- 
vement of the living standards of the people 
would be channelled to an ever greater extent 
into the arms race. Those who cherish peace, can- 
not and must not allow events to take this course. 

There is another important aspect of the ag- 
gression perpetrated by Israel. The point is that 
this aggression was aimed at toppling the existing 
regimes in the United Arab Republic, Syria and 
other Arab countries, which, by their determined 
struggle for the consolidation of national inde- 
pendence and the progress of the peoples, arouse 
the hatred of the imperialists, and on the other 
hand, this is countered by solidarity and support 
on the part of the peoples who have set out on 
the path of independent development. Therefore, 
to permit the actions of Israel against the Arab 
states to go unpunished would mean opposing 
the cause of the national liberation of peoples and 
the interests of many states of Asia, Africa and 
Latin America. 

The Soviet Union does not recognise the terri- 
torial seizures of Israel. True to the ideals of 
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peace and the freedom and independence of the 
peoples, the Soviet Union will undertake all mea- 
sures within its power, both in the United Nations 
and outside this organisation, in order to achieve 
the elimination of the consequences of aggression 
and promote the establishment of lasting peace 
in the region. This is our firm and principled 
course. This is our joint course together with 
other socialist countries. 

On June 9 the leaders of the Communist and 
Workers’ Parties and governments of seven socia- 
list countries declared their full and complete 
solidarity with the just struggle of the states of 
the Arab East. Unless the Government of Israel 
ceases its aggression and withdraws its troops 
beyond the armistice lines, the socialist states 
“will do everything necessary to help the peoples 
of the Arab countries to administer a resolute re- 
buff to the aggressor, to protect their lawful 
rights, to extinguish the hotbed of war in the 
Middle East and to restore peace in that area.” 

No state, however far it may be situated from 
the area of aggression, can remain aloof from the 
problem which has been proposed for discussion 
at the present emergency session. The problem 
concerns war and peace. In the present tense in- 
ternational situation hours or minutes can settle 
the fate of the world. If a curb is not put on the 
dangerous developments in the Middle East, 
South-East Asia or any other place where peace 
is being violated, and if conflicts are permitted to 
spread, the only possible outcome today or to- 
morrow will be a major war. And not a single 
state would be able to remain on the sidelines. 

No state or government, if it genuinely dis- 
plays concern for peace and for preventing a new 
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war, can reason that if some incident takes place 
far from its borders, it can regard it with equa- 
nimity. Indeed, it cannot. 

A seemingly small incident or so-called local 
wars may grow into big military conflicts. This 
means that each state and government should not 
only refrain from bringing about new complica- 
tions by its actions—it must make every effort to 
prevent any aggravation of the situation and, 
moreover, prevent the emergence of hotbeds of 
war, which should be quenched whenever they 
appear. This must be stressed particularly in con- 
nection with the recent events in the Middle East 
which have greatly complicated the already com- 
plex and dangerous international situation. 

The Arab states which have fallen victims to 
aggression are entitled to expect that their sove- 
reignty, their territorial integrity and their legi- 
timate rights and interests that have been violat- 
ed by an armed attack, will be restored in full 
and without delay. We repeat that this means, 
first of all, the withdrawal of Israeli forces from 
the occupied territories. This is the crucial mat- 
ter today, without which there can be no détente 
in the Middle East. 

The elimination of the consequences of aggres- 
sion also means making restitution for the mate- 
rial damage inflicted by the aggressor on those 
whom he has attacked and whose lands he had 
occupied. The actions of the Israeli forces and 
Israeli aircraft have resulted in the destruction 
of homes, industrial projects, roads and means 
of transport in the United Arab Republic, Syria 
and Jordan, Israel is in duty bound to reimburse 
the full costs of all she has destroyed, and to re- 
turn all captured property. She is in duty bound 
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to do this within the shortest possible time. 

Can this session measure up to this task and can 
it accomplish it? Yes, it can. The General Assem- 
bly should pronounce itself authoritatively in fa- 
vour of justice and peace. 

The Soviet Union and its delegation are ready 
to work together with other countries whose re- 
presentatives have assembled in this hall. They 
are ready to work together with all other states 
and delegations in order to achieve this aim. 

Much depends on the efforts of the great po- 
wers. It would be good if their delegations, too, 
were to find a common language in order to 
reach decisions meeting the interests of peace in 
the Middle East and the interests of universal 
peace. 

Guided by the noble principles of the United 
Nations Charter and the desire to eliminate the 
consequences of aggression and restore justice as 
quickly as possible, the Soviet Government sub- 
mits the following draft resolution to the General 
Assembly: 

“The General Assembly, 

“Stating that Israel, flagrantly violating the 
United Nations Charter and the universally-ac- 
cepted principles of international law, has com- 
mitted premeditated and previously prepared 
aggression against the United Arab Republic, 
Syria and Jordan, and has occupied part of their 
territory and inflicted great material damage 
upon them, 

“Noting that in contravention of the resolutions 
of the Security Council on the immediate cessa- 
tion of all hostilities and a cease-fire, of June 6, 
June 7 and June 9, 1967, Israel continued to con- 
duct offensive military operations against the 
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afore-mentioned states and expanded her terri- 
torial seizures, 

“Noting further that although at the present 
time hostilities have ceased, Israel is continuing 
the occupation of territory of the United Arab 
Republic, Syria and Jordan, thus failing to cease 
the aggression and challenging the United Na- 
tions and all peace-loving states, 

“And regarding as inadmissible and unlawful 
the presentation by Israel of territorial claims to 
the Arab states, which is preventing the restora- 
tion of peace in the area: 

“1, Resolutely condemns the aggressive actions 
of Israel and the continuing occupation by Israel 
of part of the territory of the United Arab Repu- 
blic, Syria and Jordan, which constitutes an act 
of flagrant aggression; 

“2. Demands that Israel immediately and un- 
conditionally withdraw all her forces from the 
territory of those states to positions beyond the 
armistice demarcation lines, as stipulated in the 
general armistice agreements, and respect the sta- 
tus of the demilitarised zones, as prescribed in 
those armistice agreements; 

“3. Also demands that Israel make restitution 
in full and within the shortest possible period of 
time for all the damage inflicted by her aggres- 
sion against the United Arab Republic, Syria and 
Jordan, and their nationals, and return to them 
all property and other material assets that have 
been seized; 

“4. Appeals to the Security Council to under- 
take, for its part, immediate effective measures 
in order to eliminate all the consequences of the 
aggression committed by Israel.” 

The Government of the Soviet Union expres- 
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ses the hope that the General Assembly will take 
an effective decision which will ensure the invio- 
lability of the sovereignty and territorial inte- 
grity of the Arab states and the restoration and 
consolidation of peace and security in the Middle 
East. 

The convening of the emergency session of the 
General Assembly is an event of great internatio- 
nal significance. 

If it were to happen that the General Assembly 
should find itself incapable of reaching a decision 
in the interests of peace, that would deal a heavy 
blow to the expectations of mankind regarding 
the possibility of settling major international 
problems by peaceful means through diplomatic 
contacts and negotiations. No state which ge- 
nuinely cares about the future of its people, can 
fail to take this into consideration. 

The peoples should rest assured that the Unit- 
ed Nations is capable of achieving the aims pro- 
claimed by its Charter, the aims of safeguarding 
peace on earth. 


Pravda, June 20, 1967 


Statement by Plenary Meeting of CPSU Central 
Committee “‘On Soviet Union's Policy 
in Connection with Israel’s Aggression in Middle 
East,” June 21, 1967 


After hearing and discussing the report by 
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Commit- 
tee, Comrade L. I. Brezhnev, “On the Soviet 
Union's Policy in Connection with Israel’s Ag- 
gression in the Middle East,” the plenary meeting 


198 








of the CPSU Central Committee states the follow- 
ing: 

its complete approval of the policy and prac- 
tical activities of the Political Bureau of the Cen- 
tral Committee aimed at cutting short Israel’s 
aggression, at supporting the UAR, Syria and 
other Arab states which have been attacked, and 
at preventing the dangerous consequences of the 
aggression for the cause of universal peace. 

Israel’s aggression is the result of collusion 
with the most reactionary forces of international 
imperialism, and, first of all, with the United 
States, spearheaded against one of the detach- 
ments of the  national-liberation movement, 
against advanced Arab states who have gone in 
for progressive socio-economic transformations in 
the interests of the working people, and who are 
pursuing anti-imperialist policies. 

In circumstances when the United States con- 
tinues its dirty war in Vietnam, Israel’s aggres- 
sion in the Middle East constitutes another link 
in the chain formed by the policies of bellicose 
imperialist circles, who are attempting to halt the 
historic advance of the cause of national inde- 
pendence, democracy, peace and socialism . 

The Soviet Union and the other socialist coun- 
tries, as well as all progressive anti-imperialist 
forces, side with the Arab peoples in their righ- 
teous struggle against imperialism and neo-colo- 
nialism, for their inalienable right to decide all 
questions pertaining to their domestic and foreign 
policies by themselves. The plenary meeting of 
the Central Committee expresses the will of the 
Soviet Communists and all the Soviet people 
when it strongly condemns Israel’s aggression 
and declares its solidarity with the peoples of 





the United Arab Republic, Syria, Algeria and 
other Arab countries. 

The plenary meeting points out that the speedy, 
resolute actions by the Soviet Union and other 
socialist states have played an important role in 
stopping the military operations in the Middle 
East. Our Party and the Soviet Government's 
stand and their practical steps in connection with 
the developments in the Middle East have been 
fully approved by the whole Soviet people. 

The Central Committee plenary meeting is 
gratified to state that at a crucial moment in the 
development of international events the fraternal 
socialist countries, who signed the Statement of 
June 9, 1967, have acted jointly, shoulder to 
shoulder. It was further confirmed that joint ac- 
tion by the socialist countries is a powerful fac- 
tor in the struggle against aggressive scheming 
on the part of international imperialism. 

The plenary meeting of the Central Committee 
fully approves the June 9 Statement by the Cen- 
tral Committee of the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties and the governments of the socialist count- 
ries and confirms that the Soviet Union along 
with the other socialist countries will do every- 
thing in its power to help the peoples of the 
Arab countries, to administer a sound rebuff to 
the aggressor, safeguard their legitimate rights, 
extinguish the hotbed of war in the Middle East 
and restore peace in that area. 

Today when the forces of imperialism and neo-. 
colonialism are exploiting the situation that has 
arisen in the Middle East as a result of Israel's 
aggression to encroach on the independence and 
territorial integrity of the Arab states, the most 
important task is to prevent the aggressor from 
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taking advantage of the results of his treacherous 
actions, to achieve the immediate and unconditio- 
nal withdrawal behind the truce lines of the 
troops of the interventionists from the territories 
occupied by them, and to pay indemnity to the 
UAR, Syria and Jordan for the damage inflicted 
by the aggressor. 

In accordance with the chief goals of our Par- 
ty policy, outlined at its 23rd Congress and con- 
firmed by the December 1966 Plenary Meeting of 
the Central Committee, it is necessary to conti- 
nue to fight against the bellicose forces of impe- 
rialism and their policy of interference in the in- 
ternal affairs of other countries, to continue to 
support the Arab states in their struggle for 
freedom, independence, territorial integrity and 
social progress. 

It is necessary in future, too, to strengthen 
friendship and unity between the Soviet Union 
and the Arab states, to resolutely rebuff the in- 
trigues of imperialism, to expose its true anti-po- 
pular nature and to resist the slander campaign 
and splitting activities of Mao Tse tung’s group 
aimed at disuniting the anti-imperialist forces 
and undermining the trust between the peoples 
of the Arab states and the peoples of the socia- 
list countries. 

The plenary meeting of the CPSU Central Com- 
mittee maintains that the developments in the 
Middle East emphasise with fresh force the need 
for united action by the Communist and Workers’ 
Parties, the international working-class move- 
ment and the national-liberation struggle of the 
peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin America, as 
well as of all the peace-loving and progressive 
forces, all who cherish the cause of freedom and 
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independence of the peoples, the cause of struggle 
for universal peace. 

To implement the decisions of its 23rd Con- 
gress the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
will in future, too, persistently work against the 
aggressive forces of imperialism, maintain the 
Soviet people’s keen vigilance, steadily follow the 
Leninist policy of peaceful coexistence of states 
with different social systems and fulfil its inter- 
nationalist duty-to provide all-round support of 
the peoples fighting for freedom, national inde- 
pendence and social progress. The joint actions 
by the forces of peace, democracy and socialism, 
and the national-liberation movement are capable 
of curbing the aggressor and averting a new 
world war. 

The plenary meeting of the CPSU Central Com- 
mittee calls on the Party organisations and on all 
the working people of the Soviet Union to even 
greater efforts in their work of building commu- 
nism and consolidating their country’s economic 
and military strength, so as to fittingly prepare 
for the glorious 50th anniversary of the Great 
October Socialist Revolution. 


Pravda, June 22, 1967 


Report on Meeting in Budapest of Leaders 
of Fraternal Parties and Governments 
of Socialist Countries 


July 11-12, 1967 


A meeting of leaders of the Communist and 
Workers’ Parties and heads of government of 
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Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the German Democra- 
tic Republic, Hungary, Poland, the Soviet Union 
and Yugoslavia was held in Budapest on July 11 
and 12. 


The conference was held under an understand- 
ing reached at the Moscow meeting of leaders 
of Communist and Workers’ Parties and heads 
of government of the above-mentioned countries 
on June 9, this year, concerning the maintenance 
of permanent contact on the situation in the Mid- 
dle East which has taken shape as a result of 
Israel's aggression against the Arab countries. 


The participants in the conference exchanged 
views on the latest events in the Middle East. 
They noted that the continuing occupation by 
Israel of territories seized as a result of aggres- 
sion signifies the flouting of the fundamental 
principles of the United Nations Charter and in- 
ternational law, and encroachment on the sove- 
reignty and territorial integrity of the Arab sta- 
tes. By their predatory policy the ruling circles 
of Israel, which are backed by the aggressive for- 
ces of imperialism, and above all the United Sta- 
tes, are challenging the forces of peace throughout 
the world. 


Those taking part in the conference reaffirmed 
that the fraternal parties and socialist countries 
represented at the meeting resolutely support 
and will continue to support the friendly Arab 
states in their just struggle for the removal of the 
aftermath of Israel's aggression and, above all, 
for the immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from the Arab territories they have seized. They 
favour still fuller use of appropriate means meet- 
ing the interests of the struggle against aggres- 
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sion and for the restoration of peace in the Middle 
East. 

The participants in the conference exchanged 
information on the political support which each 
of the countries is rendering the friendly Arab 
states; on economic aid, including steps which 
may promote the development of the industry 
and agriculture of the United Arab Republic and 
other Arab countries that have fallen victim to 
imperialist aggression; on steps aimed at streng- 
thening the defence potential of those countries, 
and also on steps for long-term economic co-ope- 
ration with the Arab states. They unanimously 
expressed their firm intention to continue concert- 
ed efforts for the.attainment of these aims. 

The conference was held in a comradely atmo- 
sphere and in a spirit of complete unity. 

The participants in the conference agreed to 
continue maintaining permanent contact in the 


future on questions related to the situation in the 
Middle East. 


Pravda, July 13, 1967 


Letter to Security Council President from Soviet 
Foreign Minister A. A. Gromyko 


In a letter to the President of the Security 
Council on July 18, Soviet Foreign Minister An- 
drei Gromyko called attention to the continued 
acts of provocation and military aggression by 
Israel in the Suez Canal zone. The letter said: 

“Esteemed Mr. President, I consider it neces- 
sary to call the attention of the Security Council 
to the continued acts of military aggression by 
Israel in the Suez Canal zone. 
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“In his letters to the President of the UN Se- 
curity Council of July 13, 14 and 15, 1967, the 
permanent representative of the United Arab Re- 
public cites new concrete facts of the gross viola- 
tion by Israel of the Security Council’s cease-fire 
decisions. 


“In recent days, Israeli armed forces have se- 
veral times fired on and bombed towns and vil- 
lages along the Suez Canal. As a result, there 
have been victims among the civilian population 
and material damage has been caused. 


“The events in the Suez Canal area show that 
Israel is continuing its efforts to carry out its 
policy of aggression towards the UAR and other 
Arab states. 


“The Soviet Government considers that the 
military clashes in the Suez Canal area, provoked 
by Israel, are extremely dangerous and _ could 
develop into a wider military conflict. 


“The continuing Israeli occupation of Arab 
lands seized as a result of aggression is a viola- 
tion of the fundamental principles of the UN 
Charter and of international law and is an encro- 
achment on the sovereignty and territorial inte- 
grity of the Arab states. 

“To prevent further military clashes and elimi- 
nate the danger of a resumption of war in the 
Middle East, it is necessary that Israel withdraw 
her troops at once from the occupied Arab lands. 

“It is precisely this task that the United Na- 
tions must help to accomplish. 

“I ask you to take appropriate steps to circu- 
late this letter as an official document of the Se- 
curity Council.” 


Pravda, July 19, 1967 








Soviet Government’s Statement 


July 23, 1967 


On July 21, this year, the special emergency 
session of the United Nations General Assembly, 
convened to examine the question of the elimina- 
tion of the consequences of Israel’s aggression 
against the Arab states, adjourned. The Assembly 
resolved to forward all its materials to the Secu- 
rity Council in order to facilitate an examination 
by the Council of the tense situation in the Mid- 
dle East as a matter of extreme importance. 

The President of the General Assembly has 
been invited to reconvene the Assembly as and 
when necessary. 

The special emergency session of the United 
Nations General Assembly was an important sta- 
ge in the struggle of peace-loving states for the 
speediest elimination of the consequences of Is- 
rael’s aggression. It brought up this question and 
drew to it the attention of public opinion through- 
out the world. The work of the session proved 
that a considerable majority of the United Nations 
members are showing sincere concern for the de- 
fence of the legitimate rights and interests of the 
Arab peoples who have been subjected to ag- 
gression, and that they condemn the aggressor 
and support the demand for the withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from the occupied Arab territories. 

By twice adopting, by an overwhelming majo- 
rity of votes, resolutions demanding of Israel 
that she discard the measures for the annexation 
of the Arab part of the city of Jerusalem, the Ge- 
neral Assembly clearly declared itself against 
any recognition of the results of Israeli aggres- 





sion. It thus confirmed the principle banning the 
use of force for the annexation of territories— 
one of the most important legal and political 
principles of the United Nations Charter on which 
peaceful relations between the states are based. 

The political intrigues of Israel and those sta- 
tes which are supporting her, and their attempts 
to evade responsibility for the aggression and 
even to obtain from the United Nations encourage- 
ment to retain the occupied Arab lands, have 
only exposed still further their actual predatory 
schemes. No one at the General Assembly, with 
the exception of Israel herself and two or three 
of her principal patrons, headed by the United 
States, ventured to justify the aggressor. 

It is very significant that even the United Sta- 
tes was compelled to withdraw from the voting 
in the General Assembly its draft resolution de- 
signed to shield the aggressor and reward him 
for the attack on the Arab countries. 

Nevertheless, it is a fact that the General As- 
sembly turned out to be unable to take a deci- 
sion on the main question-the withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from the occupied Arab territories 
to the positions they held before the beginning 
of aggression. 

During the voting on July 4, socialist states, 
Arab and many Afro-Asian states and some sta- 
tes of Western Europe which pursue an indepen- 
dent course in foreign policy in the international 
arena, voted for the draft resolution of the non- 
aligned countries, which contained a clear de- 
mand for the immediate withdrawal of all Israeli 
troops from the Arab territories. 

The Soviet draft resolution also received consi- 
derable support in the General Assembly. It cal- 
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led for condemnation of the aggressor, the imme- 
diate withdrawal of his troops from the occupied 
territories and compensation by the aggressor for 
the damage he had done to the Arab countries. 
Neither the draft resolution of the non-aligned 
countries, however, nor the Soviet draft resolu- 
tion was passed, because they did not receive the 
requisite majority. 


Subsequent consultation, which continued un- 
til the moment when the session adjourned, did 
not lead to the drafting of a resolution providing 
for a decision on the question of the withdrawal 
of the Israeli forces such as would enjoy the sup- 
port of the requisite majority of delegations, That 
is why the proceedings of the Assembly ended 
with the adoption of a procedural resolution on 
the transfer of the materials to the Security 
Council. 


The question arises: Who prevented the Gene- 
ral Assembly from discharging its duty in con- 
formity with the aims proclaimed in the United 
Nations Charter, which strictly bans acts of ag- 
gression? There can be only one reply: The Ge- 
neral Assembly was not able to adopt an effective 
decision on the elimination of the consequences 
of Israeli aggression and on the withdrawal of 
the Israeli forces from the territories seized, be- 
cause of the attitude of the United States of Ame- 
rica and some of its allies, and also those states 
which submitted to United States pressure, to 
United States blackmail, which was resorted to 
at the crucial moment with blatant impudence. 


The Soviet Government expresses the firm be- 
lief that all peace-loving states should continue 
their efforts to make the aggressor withdraw his 
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troops from the occupied Arab territories. There 
will be no peace in the Middle East as long as 
the troops of the aggressor remain on Arab ter- 
ritories and as long as Israel, with reckless im- 
pudence, makes territorial and other claims on 
the neighbouring Arab countries. The armed pro- 
vocations staged by Israel in the Suez Canal 
ane show that war may break out again any 
ay. 

A great and responsible task is now entrusted 
to the Security Council, to which the General As- 
sembly has turned over the materials of its special 
emergency session. When the question of the 
elimination of the consequences of Israel’s ag- 
gression is further discussed, the Security Coun- 
cil will have to take fully into consideration the 
wish of the majority of the states, clearly expres- 
sed at the session, to achieve a constructive 


settlement of this question and, above all, to 
achieve the withdrawal of Israeli troops from the 
occupied Arab territories. 


The Soviet Government, for its part, is ready, 
as hitherto to co-operate with all peace-loving 
states in order to achieve that goal. 


The Soviet Government also reaffirms that the 
Soviet Union, together with other socialist sta- 
tes, will continue rendering political support to 
the Arab states in their just struggle for their 
legitimate rights and will continue giving them 
assistance in the restoration and development of 
their economy and the strengthening of their de- 
fences. 

As for those states which, by their attitude up 
to the present, have prevented a solution to this 
question of the elimination of the consequences of 
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Israeli aggression, those states will be assuming 
a grave responsibility before all the peoples un- 
less they revise their policy. 


Pravda, July 28, 1967 


Communique on Meeting of Foreign Ministers 
of European Socialist Countries 


December 19-21, 1967 


A meeting of Foreign Ministers of European 
socialist countries was held in Warsaw from De- 
cember 19 to 21, 1967. The meeting was attend- 
ed by Ivan Bashev, Foreign Minister of the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of Bulgaria; J. Pudlak, First De- 
puty Foreign Minister of the Czechoslovak So- 
cialist Republic; Otto Winzer, Foreign Minister 
of the German Democratic Republic; Janos Peter, 
Foreign Minister of the Hungarian People’s Re- 
public; Adam Rapacki, Foreign Minister of the 
Polish People’s Republic; M. Mihai, Deputy Fo- 
reign Minister of the Socialist Republic of Ru- 
mania; Andrei Gromyko, Foreign Minister of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and Marko 
Nikezich, State Secretary for Foreign Affairs of 
the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 

Those taking part in the meeting had a detail- 
ed discussion on the development of the situation 
in the Middle East and exchanged information 
available to their governments on this question. 

It was noted that the Middle East is still living 
in a state of extreme tension as a result of inter- 
vention by the imperialists. Contrary to the clear- 
ly expressed will of the overwhelming majority 
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of the countries of the world and the decisions of 
the United Nations, Israel continues to occupy the 
lands of a number of Arab states which she seiz- 
ed, and she is trying to derive political and other 
benefits from this. The Suez Canal, which is of 
great importance for international shipping and 
trade, has become a front line and is idle. 
Many privations and difficulties have fal- 
len to the lot of the one and a half million Arab 
refugees whose lands and homes have come un- 
der the occupation. The situation in the area is 
fraught with the danger of a new explosion. 

The far-reaching plans and schemes of certain 
imperialist circles, and above all the United Sta- 
tes-plans and schemes designed to restore in the 
Arab East a neo-colonialist regime which is com- 
pletely inimical to the peoples of that region— 
are behind the tension which is continuing there 
and is being deliberately maintained. With this 
object in view, attempts are being made to trans- 
form the Mediterranean region into a region in 
which a policy of aggression is carried out. 

The Foreign Ministers, on behalf of their 
countries, expressed solidarity with, and support 
for the friendly Arab states that are waging a 
just struggle against imperialist and neo-colonia- 
list intrigues, for their legitimate rights and in- 
terests, for independence and state sovereignty, 
and for national unity, economic and social pro- 
gress. 

The parties to the meeting welcomed the cons- 
tructive approach to a solution of the problems 
of the Middle East displayed by the governments 
of the United Arab Republic and other Arab sta- 
tes which are coming out in favour of reaching 
an early political settlement. The Ministers also 
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welcomed the desire of those governments to 
strengthen the unity of action of Arab states in 
order to repulse the hostile policy of neo-colonial- 
ism and imperialist aggression in the Middle East 
and the policy of imperialist intervention in the 
internal affairs of the Arab states. 


In this connection the Ministers expressed their 
favourable attitude towards the idea of a meeting 
of heads of Arab states to be held in Rabat. 

The parties to the meeting unanimously empha- 
sised that the withdrawal of the Israeli forces 
from all the occupied territories of Arab states 
to the positions held prior to June 5, 1967, is the 
main and indispensable condition for the resto- 
ration and consolidation of peace in the Middle 
East. 


The Ministers drew attention in this connec- 
tion to the great importance of the implementa- 
tion of the resolution of the United Nations Se- 
curity Council of November 22, 1967, and the 
immediate withdrawal of the Israeli armed for- 
ces from all occupied territories of Arab states 
and emphasised the impermissibility of acquiring 
territories through war. Any interpretations de- 
signed to weaken this fundamental element of the 
Security Council resolution are contrary to the 
letter and spirit of that resolution. 


At the same time the Ministers stressed the 
need for all United Nations member-states in the 
area to recognise the fact that each of them has 
the right to exist as an independent national state 
and live in peace and security. Actions by Israel 
aimed at keeping any part of the occupied Arab 
territories, hamper the solution of other problems 
of the area on the basis of the above-mentioned 
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principles and also the principles of non-interfe- 
rence in internal affairs and territorial integrity, 
and such actions must be condemned. 

The Ministers exchanged views on _ possible 
steps to contribute towards a political settlement 
of Middle East problems through the implemen- 
tation of the above-mentioned resolution of the 
Security Council. 

It was decided to continue the necessary con- 
sultations among states taking part in the meeting 
on questions concerning the Middle East situa- 
tion. 

Those taking part in the meeting further ex- 
pressed the solidarity of the socialist countries 
with the just struggle of the Yemeni people for 
their independence and sovereignty and against 
the scheming of imperialist and reactionary for- 
ces aimed at establishing neo-colonialist domina- 
tion in the south of the Arabian Peninsula. The 
parties to the meeting also welcomed the establish- 
ment of a new independent Arab state-the Peo- 
ple’s Republic of Southern Yemen. 

The meeting took place in a spirit of complete 
unity and close comradely co-operation. 


Pravda, December 23, 1967 


Soviet Government's Statement 


March 23, 1968 


The situation in the Middle East continues to 
attract the close attention of the peoples. The ten- 
sion of the crisis brought about last summer by 
Israel’s adventurist policy is not subsiding. Israel, 
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an imperialist state, is continuing the aggression 
against neighbouring Arab states, increasing the 
scale of the crisis and its dangerous international 
consequences. 

Again and again the Government of Israel 
organises military provocations against Arab 
states. This is confirmed by the reports that in 
violation of the decision of the Security Council 
on the cessation of military actions, Israeli troops 
on March 21 carried out a new bandit attack on 
Jordan in which large ground and air forces 
were used, 

In the occupied territories the Israeli military 
are committing arbitrary acts and crimes and are 
carrying out large-scale punitive operations aga- 
inst the local population. 

Definite steps are being taken with the aim of 
securing the integration in the Israeli state of 
the indigenous Arab territories seized as a result 
of the aggression. Israel’s Ministry of Internal 
Affairs officially announced on February 29 this 
year that the Sinai Peninsula, the Gaza area, the 
territory to the west of the River Jordan captur- 
ed from Jordan, and the Golan Heights in Syria 
from now on “will not be regarded as enemy ter- 
ritory.” By this unlawful act Israel is attempting 
to turn the cease-fire lines into its state frontiers. 

Even earlier, the Israeli authorities had begun 
to grant numerous groups of Israeli settlers per- 
mission to settle in occupied Arab lands, inclu- 
ding the west bank of the River Jordan. Military 
settlements of so-called farmer soldiers are being 
set up. The native Arab population is being dri- 
ven away from the lands taken over by Israeli 
settlers and its property is being seized or des- 
troyed. 
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The number of Arab refugees is growing daily. 
Israel is intentionally promoting this policy of 
driving the Arab population away from Israeli- 
occupied territories in order to prepare conditions 
for their annexation and for the colonisation of 
those lands. 

Contrary to the unanimous decisions of the 
United Nations General Assembly, Israel is con- 
tinuing her acts of conquest against the Arab 
part of Jerusalem. 

The aim of the present actions by Israel, who 
has the support of the United States Government 
and of international Zionism, is to delay a politi- 
cal settlement in the Middle East as long as pos- 
sible, to impose her imperialist terms on the 
Arabs and to force the Arabs to surrender and 
renounce the territories belonging to them. 

In this the Israeli leaders are making use of 
the fact that their patron, the United States, is 
itself appearing in the role of aggressor in Viet- 
nam, in the role of a state that is blatantly flou- 
ting the principles of the United Nations Charter 
and international agreements. What we have, 
both in the Middle East and in Vietnam, is an 
attempt by aggressive imperialist forces to strike 
a blow at the national-liberation movement and 
its advanced detachments. 

The colonialist policy of Israel and the forces 
of world reaction that are backing her is a serious 
source of the present dangerous international 
tensions. As a result of this policy, the Suez Ca- 
nal, that major international waterway, has now 
been inactive for more than nine months, with 
the result that considerable economic harm is 
being done to states whose ships use this canal 
and to international trade in general. 
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Displaying goodwill, the Government of the 
United Arab Republic expressed readiness to bring 
out of the Canal Zone the ships that were trapped 
there as a result of Israel’s aggression and to 
start preparatory work for clearing the Suez Ca- 
nal so as to make it usable for shipping as soon 
as possible. The Israeli authorities, however, pre- 
vented this by resorting to armed provocations. 

Israel’s continuing aggressive line cannot re- 
main without consequences. The Security Coun- 
cil, in adopting on November 22, 1967, its reso- 
lution on the Middle East, set the states a clear 
task-to achieve the withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from all the captured Arab territories and to take 
other measures necessary for achieving the spee- 
diest political settlement of the problems of that 
area. The principle of the “impermissibility of 
territories being acquired by means of war’’ and 
the demand for the “withdrawal of Israeli armed 
forces from the territories occupied during the 
recent conflict’’ are given prominence in the re- 
solution and are the main and imperative condi- 
tion for the restoration of peace in the Middle 
East. It is only on this basis that secure and re- 
cognised frontiers can be ensured for the states 
in that area. 

The Security Council’s resolution on the Middle 
East is not a recommendation or an opinion that 
governments are free to follow or to ignore. On 
joining the United Nations, each state undertook 
to carry out unswervingly the decisions of the 
Security Council adopted in accordance with the 
United Nations Charter. Failing to fulfil those 
obligations means opposing the United Nations 
and challenging that organisation, whose purpose 
is to preserve international peace. 
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The United Nations has been officially inform- 
ed of the readiness of the Arab states that have 
suffered most from Israeli aggression to carry 
out this resolution of the Security Council dated 
November 22, 1967, and to co-operate with the 
envoy of the Secretary-General in the Middle 
East who is empowered to facilitate the imple- 
mentation of this resolution. 

Israel, on the contrary, has from the start pur- 
sued, and is continuing to pursue a policy of 
obstructing the decisions of the Security Council 
and the General Assembly on the Middle East. 
In her adventurism Israel is going so far as to 
ignore the appeals from United Nations member- 
states asking that the organisation’s principles 
and the decision of the Security Council be res- 
pected, and she is going so far as to present ar- 
rogant territorial claims to Arab states, threaten- 
ing them with new acts of aggression and resor- 
ting to the use of armed force. 

The Israeli Government has hindered in every 
way, and is continuing to hinder the activities of 
the United Nations Secretary-General’s special 
envoy in the Middle East, Dr. Jarring, whose 
task it is to find the shortest ways to a political 
settlement of the conflict on the basis of the de- 
cisions of the Security Council and the United 
Nations General Assembly and of the United Na- 
tions Charter. Israel would like to use Dr. Jarr- 
ing’s mission in order to distort the meaning of 
the Security Council’s resolution. Failing to say 
one single word about her being ready to with- 
draw her troops from all the Arab territories oc- 
cupied during the recent conflict, i. e., to with- 
draw them behind the line as it was prior to 
June 5, 1967, Israel and those backing her are 
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trying to force on the Arab countries talks under 
conditions incompatible with their legitimate na- 
tional interests and with their sovereignty, and 
are trying to deceive public opinion throughout 
the world. 

Israel is following in the footsteps of the Hit- 
lerite criminals. Fascist Germany, as is well 
known, also seized foreign territories and then 
tried to dictate her own terms for a “‘settlement”’ 
to the victim of aggression. Such actions, howe- 
ver, were branded by the peoples as_ banditry, 
while those who tried to apply them were con- 
demned as international criminals following the 
rout of Hitler’s Reich. 

Those who today covet the lands of others and 
who like to interfere in the domestic affairs of 
states would do well to remember that. 

The Soviet Union proclaims with all firmness 
its determination to press, together with other 
peace-loving states, for the ending of the Israeli 
aggression and the removal of all its consequen- 
ces, for the return to their lawful owners of the 
territories seized from Arab states as a result of 
the aggression of 1967 and for the achieving of 
the necessary political settlement-in the Middle 
East on the basis of respect for the sovereignty, 
territorial integrity and political independence of 
every state in that area. 

The government of Israel must unswervingly 
implement the Security Council’s resolution of 
November 22, 1967, and in the first place, must 
withdraw its troops from all the occupied Arab 
territories. It should know that its challenge to 
the interests of world peace and security by its 
attempts to wreck a political settlement in the 
Middle East cannot go unpunished. 
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As long as Israel's leaders, who have support 
from outside, take their stand on positions of an- 
nexing Arab territories, the USSR and _ other 
countries~friends of the Arab states and cham- 
pions of a lasting peace in the Middle East—will 
help the victims of aggression, because they are 
thereby doing their duty in accordance with the 
United Nations Charter and the interests of main- 
taining peace. This must be clear to everyone. 


Pravda, March 28, 1968 





















From Report by USSR Foreign Minister 
A. A. Gromyko ‘On the International Situation 
and the Soviet Union’s Foreign Policy,” Delivered 
to USSR Supreme Soviet 


June 27, 1968 


To paralyse any manifestation of the policy of 
aggression in any part of the world—this is the 
task accepted and in practice achieved by our 
country along with the other peace-loving states. 

This also holds true of Soviet policy in the 
Middle East, where the consequences of imperia- 
list aggression have not yet been eliminated. 

Israel's troops continue to occupy the captured 
Arab territories. Its armed provocations continue 
ceaselessly against the neighbouring states. The 
Suez Canal has been out of service for more than 
a year now, which does great harm to the inte- 
rests of international shipping. Tension in the 
Middle East does not subside. 

Who is responsible for this situation, with all 
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its attendant dangers? There can be no two views 
on this score. 

* The Arab states have accepted the United Na- 
tions Security Council resolution of November 
22, 1967, as the basis for a solutiqn of the Middle 
East crisis, and have declared their agreement 
to implement it. 

They have so informed Dr. Gunnar Jarring, 
the special envoy of the UN  Secretary-General 
who is charged with the task of helping the two 
sides to implement the Security Council’s resolu- 
tion. 

Israel, on the contrary, refuses to carry out 
this decision, and enjoys US backing in this. 

The Soviet Union is working for a relaxation 
of tension and the establishment of lasting peace 
in the Middle East, an area which directly ad- 
joins the southern frontiers of our country. 

We are taking every measure we can to do 
away with the consequences of the Israeli aggres- 
sion, taking into account in the process the need 
to respect the sovereignty, territorial integrity 
and political independence of every state of this 
area, whether an Arab state or Israel. 

Israel must implement the resolution of the 
Security Council and withdraw her troops from all 
the occupied Arab territories. If this is not done, 
the Israeli Government will, sooner or later, have 
to answer for this policy. 

A short while ago the Government of the Unit-' 
ed Arab Republic put forward the proposal for 
a staged plan to be drawn up for co-ordinating 
the steps of the two sides to normalise the situa- 
tion in the Middle East. 

This is an important initiative, and the Soviet 
Government is ready to help in putting such a 
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plan to restore peace in the Middle East into 
effect. 

I should like to express the hope that the go- 
vernments of all countries will realise the need 
to settle the situation in the Middle East as soon 
as possible, because it is fraught with a grave 
danger for peace. 

It is not only the countries of that area which 
will benefit by the normalisation of the situation 
there; the world as a whole will stand to gain 
from this. 

We urge the governments of all countries to 
approach this important and acute problem in a 
reasonable way, and this requires, first and fore- 
most, a solution of the main question—-the with- 
drawal of Israeli troops from the occupied Arab 
territories. 


Pravda, June 28, 1968 





From Speech by L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary 
of the CPSU CC, at Luncheon in Honour 
of UAR President Nasser, July 5, 1968 

Today, here in Moscow, we are heartily greet- 
ing President Gamal Abdel Nasser of the United 
Arab Republic, eminent leader of the national- 
liberation movement, courageous fighter and pat- 
riot, and friend of our country. 

Meetings between leading officials of the So- 
viet Union and the United Arab Republic have 
become traditional and an important form of de- 
veloping our contacts. In the course of our dis- 
cussions we exchange views on the major ques- 
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tions of bilateral relations and on problems of 
international affairs. These meetings and talks, 
both in the Soviet Union and in the United Arab 
Republic are indicative of the firm friendship 
between our peoples. 

This meeting is taking place on the eve of the 
16th anniversary of the July 1952 Revolution, an 
event of utmost importance in the history of the 
United Arab Republic. This event ushered in a 
new stage in the Egyptian people’s struggle for 
national and social emancipation. Our people, 
who carried through the October Socialist Revo- 
lution fifty years ago in order to create a new, 
socialist system in our country, rejoice at the pro- 
gressive transformations in the United Arab Re- 
public. 

It is clear to all that as a result of the upsurge 
of the national-liberation struggle, as a result of 
the July revolution the positions of imperialism 
and neo-colonialism in the Middle East have 
been seriously undermined. The situation when 
the colonialists disposed of Egypt’s wealth and 
determined her destiny, when the country’s inde- 
pendence was purely fictitious, has been done 
away with for all time. For the first time in 
Egypt's centuries-old history the popular masses 
have begun to participate in the construction of 
a new life. 

The profound socio-economic transformations 
in the United Arab Republic and the revolution- 
ary achievements there are not to the liking of 
the colonialists. They are like an eyesore for 
world imperialism. This is exactly why Israel, 
doing the bidding of international imperialism 
and with its support, unleashed its aggression 
against the Arab countries. 
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We, like you, are perfectly aware that in their 
struggle against the forces of peace and progress 
the imperialists try any manner of means. Some- 
times they act by themselves, ruthlessly and sha- 
melessly, and sometimes, through their puppets. 
All this is intended to weaken the front of pro- 
gressive states and to drive a wedge between the 
forces fighting against imperialism. In these con- 
ditions it is our common goal to continue to foil 
the intrigues by the forces that are seeking to un- 
dermine the unity of the anti-imperialist front. 


At a difficult time for the Arabs, true friends- 
the Soviet Union and the other socialist coun- 
tries-have come to their help. As a result impe- 
rialism has failed to achieve its main goal—to stop 
progressive development in the Arab East and 
to restore the bastions of colonialism there. The 
progressive regimes in the Arab countries have 
withstood the attack and their social base has ex- 
panded. 

The consequences of the Israeli aggression have 
not been eliminated yet. The Israeli extremists, 
who are directly encouraged by the imperialist 
forces, are acting with the greatest effrontery. In 
defiance of the resolution by the UN Security 
Council, they are refusing to withdraw their 
troops from the Arab territories they have seized. 

The Soviet people highly esteem the efforts by 
the UAR Government and President Nasser per- 
sonally, for reaching a political settlement of the 
conflict on the basis of this resolution, for en- 
suring the unity of the anti-imperialist front of 
the Arab peoples in the struggle against the Israe- 
li aggression. 

We are confident that the predatory policy of 
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the Israeli extremists with regard to the Arab 
states is doomed to failure. The aggressor and his 
backers are becoming increasingly isolated, mo- 
rally and politically, with each passing day. 

The situation being as it is, we again declare 
our solidarity with the Arab peoples. 

In view of the aggressive intrigues of the ene- 
mies of peace and progress, the Soviet Union has 
always rendered, and is continuing to render, 
all-round assistance and support to the United 
Arab Republic and other Arab states. This policy 
will be steadfastly implemented for the sake of 
the triumph of the cause of peace and justice in 
the Middle East. There must not be the slightest 
doubt about this. The Soviet Union will always 
side with the Arab nations in the struggle for the 
removal of the consequences of aggression and 
the withdrawal of Israeli troops without delay 
from all the Arab lands occupied as a result of 
the June aggression. There is no doubt that the 
Arab people’s just struggle will be crowned with 
complete victory! 

At present important measures are being car- 
ried out in the United Arab Republic to further 
activate the working masses, to improve the work 
of state institutions and enterprises and to re- 
construct the Arab Socialist Union. I should like 
to wish you, dear President Nasser, and all your 
colleagues success in your work to further conso- 
lidate and develop the progressive regime in the. 
UAR, in the interests of the Egyptian people and 
in the interests of international peace, national 
independence and social progress. 


Pravda, July 6, 1968 





From Joint Communique on Official Visit 


by President Gamal Abdel Nasser of the UAR 
to the Soviet Union 


July 4-10, 1968 





Special attention was paid to the situation that 
has arisen in the Middle East in connection with 
Israel’s aggression against the Arab states. 

The Soviet Union and the United Arab Repu- 
blic maintain that Israel’s aggression is another 
dangerous link in the chain of imperialist policy 
intended to undermine the progress of the Arab 
states and halt the liberation struggle of the Arab 
peoples. 

Israel’s continued occupation of the Arab ter- 
ritories seized as a result of her treacherous at- 
tack, is an encroachment on the major principles 
of the UN Charter and international law, and 
constitutes a threat to the independence, sove- 
reignty and territorial integrity of the Arab coun- 
tries. Israel’s policy of conquest backed by the 
imperialist forces and, above all, by the United 
States, is a challenge to the world at large. The 
Soviet Union and the United Arab Republic de- 
clare that the territorial claims put forward by 
Israel are illegitimate and, consequently, must be 
strongly condemned and rejected by all the pea- 
ce-loving states. 

The two sides resolutely condemn the policy 
of the imperialist forces who continue to use 
Israel as their weapon in this region of the world, 
and are engineering new plots and endless pro- 
vocations against the United Arab Republic, 
Syria, Jordan and other Arab countries. 

Both sides reiterated that the Middle East con- 
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flict must be settled on the basis of the Security 
Council resolution of November 22, 1967. The 
UAR Government displayed concern for the res- 
toration of peace in stating its readiness to im- 
plement this resolution in the near future and 
taking important steps for that purpose. The So- 
viet Government is duly appreciative of the UAR 
initiative in this question, and supports it. 


The withdrawal of Israeli troops to the posi- 
tions held prior to June 5, 1967 and observance 
of the other stipulations laid down in the resolu- 
tion, is an indispensable condition for the resto- 
ration of peace in the Middle East. Israel’s refusal 
to implement this resolution of the Security 
Council proves once again that the policy and 
actions of this state are alien to the interests of 
peace. The strengthening of peace in the Middle 
East area must be based on respect of the lawful 
rights of the Arab peoples, including the Arab 
population of Palestine. 

The two sides expressed their firm conviction 
that the attempts of Israel and the imperialist 
forces supporting her to perpetuate the results of 
the treacherous attack on the Arab countries in 
June, 1967, are doomed to failure. The just cause 
of the Arab states who work to establish a stable 
peace in the Middle East will triumph. 


The Soviet Union and the United Arab Repub- 
lic express their support of the efforts by Dr. 
Gunnar Jarring, special envoy of the UN Secre- 
tary-General, and call on all the sides concerned 
to promote the success of his mission, which is 
to bring about the implementation of the Secu- 
rity Council resolution of November 22, 1967. 
President of the UAR and the Arab Socialist 
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Union Gamal Abdel Nasser expressed profound 
gratitude to the Central Committee of the CPSU, 
the Soviet Government and people for the politi- 
cal support and tremendous practical assistance 
in consolidating the economy and defence capa- 
city, given by the Soviet Union to the United 
Arab Republic in the struggle against the aggres- 
sor, and in restoring the damage done as the re- 
sult of the aggression. The UAR Government 
highly appreciates the Soviet Government's fore- 
ign political measures for removing the conse- 
quences of Israeli aggression, in defence of the 
legitimate rights and independence of the Arab 
peoples and for the sake of ensuring peace and 
security in the Middle East. 


In the difficult situation which has been caused 
by Israel’s aggression the setting up of a broad 
anti-imperialist front of the Arab states and peo- 
ples to contend with neo-colonialists and their 
agents becomes especially important for elimina- 
ting the consequences of the aggression. 


The Soviet side highly commends the efforts 
by the UAR Government and President Nasser 
personally to achieve unity of the Arab nations. 

The Government of the USSR once again ex- 
presses the Soviet people’s complete solidarity 
with the UAR people and other Arab peoples in 
their courageous struggle against the Israeli ag- 
gressors. The Soviet Union and the other coun- 
tries, supporting the just cause of the Arab coun- 
tries suffering from aggression have rendered 
and will continue to render to UAR all-round 
political and economic support and assistance in 
strengthening its defence potential. 

The sides have agreed on further joint steps 
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regarding the situation in the Middle East, for 
the sake of restoring peace and security in this 
area. 


Pravda, July 11, 1968 


Y. VASILIEV 


Just and Stable Peace in Middle East 
Is Urgent Need 


The implementation of the Security Council 
resolution is the key to a peaceful settlement in 
the Middle East. Of course the establishment of 
peace in this area should be based on respect for 
the lawful rights of the Arab peoples, including 
the Arab population of Palestine. 

Concrete ways of implementing the resolution 


are the main thing on which all those who would 
like to establish a just and stable- peace, in which 
each and every state in this area could live safe- 
ly, should concentrate their efforts. 

What can be done in this respect after Israel 
and the neighbouring Arab countries confirm 
their agreement with the Security Council resolu- 
tion of November 22, 1967? 

First of all, an agreement should be reached on 
simultaneous declarations by the Israeli Govern- 
ment and the governments of the neighbouring 
Arab countries on their readiness for an end to 
the state of war between them and the achieve- 
ment of a peace settlement after the withdrawal 
of the Israeli troops from the occupied Arab ter- 
ritories. 

In this connection, Israel would announce its 
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readiness to start the withdrawal of the troops 
from the occupied Arab territories on a set date. 

On the day the withdrawal of the Israeli troops 
starts, to be carried out under the observation of 
UN representatives, the Arab countries and Israel 
should deposit with the United Nations their 
respective documents on the termination of the 
state of war, on respect for and recognition of 
the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political 
independence of every state in that area, and 
their right to live in peace within safe and re- 
cognised borders—in accordance with the resolu- 
tion of the Security Council. 

In keeping with an agreement that could be 
reached through Dr. Jarring, it would be expe- 
dient to co-ordinate the principles concerning 
safe and recognised borders, ensuring freedom of 
navigation on international waterways in that 
area, a fair settlement of the refugee problem and 
the territorial immunity and political indepen- 
dence of every state in the area. 

The establishment of demilitarised zones is also 
possible. Agreement on all these problems, in 
line with the Security Council resolution, should 
be regarded as an integral whole, relating to all 
the aspects of a settlement for the whole Middle 
East area, as a kind of package deal. 

So far as the withdrawal of the Israeli forces 
is concerned, that could obviously be carried out 
in two stages. During approximately the period 
of a month these forces would withdraw from the 
Arab territories to definite intermediary bounda- 
ries on the Sinai Peninsula, on the western banks 
of the River Jordan and also from the El-Qunei- 
tra district on the territory of Syria. 

The day the Israeli troops reach definite boun- 











daries on Sinai, the UAR Government would 
move its troops into the Suez Canal zone and 
start to clear the canal for the resumption of na- 
vigation. 

In the course of the second month, the Israeli 
troops would be withdrawn to the lines they oc- 
cupied before June 5, 1967. 

The administration of the respective Arab 
country would be completely restored on the li- 
berated territories. 

During the second stage of the withdrawal of 
the Israeli forces on the Sinai Peninsula, United 
Nations forces would be deployed in Sharm as- 
Sheikh and the Gaza Strip, thus restoring the 
situation existing in May 1967. 

The Security Council would adopt a resolution 
on sending UN forces and would confirm the 
principle of freedom of navigation through the 
Strait of Tiran and the Gulf of Aqaba for ships 
of all countries. 

Finally, after the complete withdrawal of the 
Israeli troops to the lines of demarcation between 
states, the documents of the Arab countries and 
Israel deposited earlier would finally come into 
force. 

Basing itself on the clauses of the UN Charter, 
the Security Council would adopt a resolution on 
guarantees for the Arab-Israel boundaries, for 
which a form of guarantee by the four powers 
who are permanent members of the Security 
Council is not excluded. 

That is how the stage-by-stage implementation 
of the Security Council resolution aimed at the 
speediest achievement of a just and stable peace 
in the Middle East might look. 

If all the circumstances are weighed up realis- 
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tically, there are now definite possibilities for a 
shift in favour of a peaceful political settlement 
of the Middle East problem. 

The obstacle on this path is the aggressive, 
treacherous policy of the Israeli ruling forces, 
supported by certain imperialist circles outside 
the country. 


Pravda, January 25, 1969 (Abridged) 


From Report by Foreign 
Minister A. A. Gromyko to USSR Supreme 
Soviet Session, July 10, 1969 


The situation in the world is immensely in- 
fluenced by the situation in the Middle East. The 
Soviet Union has been paying a great deal of 
attention to the Middle East. This area still re- 
mains a breeding-ground of danger which may 
have serious consequences for the cause of peace. 
What is the main danger at the present time? It 
lies in the fact that Israel has still failed to get 
out of the territories occupied by her in Arab 
States-the United Arab Republic, Syria and Jor- 
dan. 

The fumes of chauvinism apparently went to 
the heads of some leaders in Israel to such an 
extent after June 1967, that two years have not 
been sufficient for them to acquire the ability to 
take a more sober view of things. Taking a more 
sober view means admitting that it is impossible 
to keep foreign territories seized as the result of 
aggression, and that it is necessary to return them 
to their owners. 

Pinning one’s hopes on military superiority, as 
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they are doing in Israel, is a short-sighted policy. 
The only reliable way would be to resolve the 
problem on the basis of the withdrawal of Israeli 
troops from the occupied territories, with simul- 
taneous recognition of the right of all states in 
the Middle East, including Israel, to an indepen- 
dent national existence and the establishment of 
lasting peace in that important zone. 

This is the stand of the Arab countries. This is 
the stand of the Soviet Union and our allies in 
the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, and also of 
many other states in the world. 

At the present time, governments concerned, 
including those of big powers that are permanent 
members of the Security Council-the USSR, the 
United States, France and Britain—are exchang- 
ing opinions on the ways of achieving a settle- 
ment of the situation in the Middle East. It is 
not yet possible to say how this exchange of opi- 
nions will end. But two conclusions already sug- 
gest themselves. 

The first is that all those taking part in the 
exchange of views are fully aware that it is a 
great risk to leave the situation in the Middle 
East as it now is. 

The second conclusion is that of the two sides 
directly involved in the conflict, one, namely the 
Arab side, is expressing its readiness for a settle- 
ment of the situation on a durable basis, ensuring 
peace in that area. The other side, Israel, with a 
stubbornness bordering on some sort of automa- 
tism, is rejecting any proposals aimed at a settle- 
ment. 

Israeli leaders often say that they want a settle- 
ment such as will ensure that Israel can exist 
in conditions of peace. But their words do not 








tally with their deeds, because they actually re- 
ject this kind of solution and in preference to it, 
they would rather have Israel existing in a state 
of war. It must be emphasised, however, that this 
is a slippery path and that the risk it entails for 
Israel cannot be eliminated either by inordinate 
self-assurance—and Tel Aviv has enough of that 
to suffice for ten great powers—or by an abundan- 
ce of all sorts of unfounded ambitions. 

The Soviet Union is of the opinion that every 
opportunity should be used to settle the situation 
in the Middle East. Procrastination is dangerous 
and does harm to everyone. It does political 
harm, because the danger of complicating the si- 
tuation in this area is indeed great. It does eco- 
nomic harm, in the first place because the Suez 
Canal, that important international shipping route 
under the sovereignty of the United Arab Repub- 
lic, remains idle. 

There is another aspect to the problem—an as- 
pect of principle. One must not permit, if one 
does not want to connive in aggression, a situa- 
tion where a state which has attacked other coun- 
tries and which is occupying part of their terri- 
tories as a result of having used force, continues 
the occupation, flagrantly ignoring the United Na- 
tions Charter and the appropriate resolution of 
the Security Council. 

The Soviet Government took an important ini- 
tiative and worked out proposals aimed at a po- 
litical settlement in the Middle East. These pro- 
posals, including those put forward very recently, 
are continuing to play an important part in the 
search for ways of bringing peace to that area. 

We would like the United States Government, 
on whose policy Israel is leaning, to adopt a 


233 





more realistic attitude on this matter and to be 
guided by long-term interests instead of merely 
temporary considerations. All countries, large and 
small, cannot but be interested in a settlement in 
the Middle East. A solution to this problem 
would also have a favourable influence on the 
international situation and would certainly tip 
the scales in favour of peace. 


Pravda, July 11, 1969 


TASS Statement of August 30, 1969 


It was with indignation that the Soviet public 
learned that the Al-Aqsa Mosque-one of the most 
ancient and unique monuments of Arab architec- 
ture in the Middle East and a place of pilgrimage 
for many believers, revered as one of the Moslem 
sacred shrines—had been set on fire in the Arab 
part of Jerusalem occupied by the armed forces 
of Israel. 

This crime has given rise to a wave of justified 
anger and indignation in countries of the Middle 
East, Asia and Africa. 

The Israeli Government and the imperialist for- 
ces supporting the Israeli aggression, cannot es- 
cape responsibility for this act of vandalism. 
Moreover, the occupying forces are continuing 
provocative actions against peaceful citizens. The 
Israeli authorities meet peaceful demonstrations 
of protest by the Arab population in Jerusalem, 
Nablus and other occupied towns by sending 
paratroopers and men with submachineguns to 
deal with the demonstrators. 

Relying on the support of imperialist and Zio- 
nist circles in the West, the present Israeli lea- 
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ders refuse to take world opinion into account; 
they are trampling on the United Nations Charter 
and the principles of international law and are 
seeking to wreck any settlement of the Middle 
East conflict. 

The latest events in the Arab sector of Jerusa- 
lem, including the fire at the Al-Aqsa Mosque, 
and the systematic demolition by the Israelis of 
entire blocks occupied by the Arab population, 
once again confirm the need for urgent measures 
on the part of all peace-loving countries and peo- 
ples aimed at eliminating the aftermath of the 
Israeli imperialist aggression, and, in the first 
place, the immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from the Arab territories occupied during the 
aggression in June 1967. 

The Soviet public, sharing the just indignation 
of the Arab peoples over the barbarous actions 
of the Israeli authorities in the occupied Arab 
territories, call on all people of goodwill who 
are concerned for the preservation of peace, to 
come out in favour of the speediest political set- 
tlement in the Middle East and the establishment 
of a just and lasting peace in that area, in accor- 
dance with the Security Council resolution of 
November 22, 1967, and in the interests of the 
countries and peoples of that area. 


Pravda, August 30, 1969 

































COMMENTATOR 





Israel Must Observe UN Resolutions 





The situation in the Middle East continues to 
deteriorate. Blood is being shed in the Suez Ca- 
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nal zone, on the banks of the River Jordan and 
on the Golan Heights. The Israeli troops that 
have entrenched themselves on the accupied Arab 
lands do not shun using napalm, rockets and the 
latest types of mines. The Israeli army's conti- 
nuous provocations against the United Arab Re- 
public, Syria and Jordan are actually a continua- 
tion of Israeli aggression. 

What is causing the grave situation in the Mid- 
dle East? Firstly, it is Israeli’s adventuristic poli- 
tical course-the Tel Aviv extremists are becom- 
ing increasingly brazen. Secondly, it is the plain 
fact that in her adventuristic policy Israel is being 
actively backed by certain circles in the United 
States as confirmed by the latest talks between 
Israeli Premier Golda Meir and US President 
Nixon. 

Formally the American representatives declare 
that it is necessary to reach a Middle East settle- 
ment by political means. They have made enough 
statements to this effect. The United States is 
also taking part in the UN consultations charged 
with finding such means. 

Nevertheless while American and Soviet repre- 
sentatives were meeting in New York to discuss 
prospects for a Middle East settlement talks were 
being held with Mrs. Meir in Washington con- 
cerning deliveries of offensive weapons to Is- 
rael-the aggressor who is flouting the UN reso- 
lutions. 

The American press did not conceal the fact 
that Mrs. Meir was certainly not in the United 
States to seek Washington’s assistance in solving 
the Middle East problem or in restoring peace in 
the Middle East. The New York Times wrote 
openly that Mrs. Meir had come to the United 
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States to obtain more weapons. And this meant 
the latest weapons. The details that were being 
kept secret were leaked out by papers close to 
Israeli ruling quarters. The Yediot Aharonot re- 
ported that Mrs. Meir had asked the American 
President for one thousand million dollars by 
way of “economic” aid. This huge sum was 
meant to cover the debt to foreign states that 
also had come from the purchase of arms. Besi- 
des, the Israeli Premier asked the White House 
to guarantee Israel a new shipment of “Phan- 
tom’’ jet fighter-bombers (apart from the 50 being 
delivered now), 80 “Skyhawk” turbo-jet planes 
(the Israeli air force already has such planes), 
60 “Sikorski” helicopters, as well as the “Hawk” 
and “Nike Hercules’ anti-aircraft missiles. 

Actually a deal has been concluded in Washin- 
gton to supply Israel with arms which can be 
used for aggressive purposes. Obviously, Mrs. 
Meir’s trip abroad has little to do with the cause 
of peace in the Middle East. Israel is not obtai- 
ning arms for defence purposes. Mrs. Meir her- 
self did not conceal the true aim of her Washing- 
ton visit. Interviewed by the Washington Post 
she said in no uncertain terms that she had en- 
countered the ‘‘goodwill” and “understanding” 
of President Nixon and the members of his go- 
vernment. 

It is quite logical to ask: Would it not be de- 
sirable to use certain diplomatic corridors to co- 
ver up support for Israel and her aggressive ac- 
tions? In what other way can one tie in asser- 
tions about a search for political settlement with 
the deliveries of new, big consignment of weapons 
to a state that has committed aggression and is 
continuing its provocations against the Arab 
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countries? It is only because of Washington’s po- 
licy that Israel still finds it possible to refrain 
from complying with the well-known November 
resolution of the Security Council and is stub- 
bornly resisting all international-efforts to achieve 
a Middle East settlement. 

In other words, speaking politically, while 
claiming that it is searching for a way to attain 
a peaceful adjustment the United States is actu- 
ally rendering military assistance to the aggres- 
sor. And this is occurring at a time when the si- 
tuation in the Middle East is deteriorating as a 
result of provocations by the Israeli military, at 
a time when the Israeli extremists seem to have 
lost their heads and are heading for a fresh ag- 
gravation of the Middle East crisis. 

In this way, by its current Middle East policy 
the United States heightens the tension in that 
area of the world and is trying, through Israel, 
to overthrow progressive regimes in the Arab 
countries at any cost and to set back the Arab 
national-liberation movement many years. 

The Soviet Union’s position on the Middle East 
crisis is well known. The Soviet Government has 
been firmly and consistently upholding the just 
cause of the Arab peoples. Peace in the Middle 
East can and must be restored. The overwhel- 
ming majority of the world’s population desire 
this. Procrastination of the solution of the Middle 
East problem is fraught with the gravest conse- 
quences, primarily for Israel herself. By challeng- 
ing the peace-loving states and all countries ad- 
vocating a peaceful settlement in the Middle 
East on the basis of the November resolution, the 
Israeli extremists are playing with fire and try- 
ing the peoples’ patience. 








Israeli troops should be withdrawn from all 
Arab territories they have been occupying. This 
Security Council demand should be complied 
with without any reservations whatever. 

The United Nations is strong enough to com- 
pel Israel to carry out its decisions. Had this 
authoritative international organisation applied 
sanctions, it would have done its duty by the 
peoples who desire an early peaceful settlement 
of the Middle East crisis. 

The Soviet Union has always been opposed tc 
turning the Middle East into a hotbed of inter- 
national tension and a peril to the security of na- 
tions. It will spare no effort to have the conse- 
quences of Israel’s aggression eliminated and to 
have a stable and lasting peace established in 
the Middle East. An end must and will be put 
to the shameful neo-colonialist oppression of 
countries and peoples, which the Tel Aviv rulers 
and their overseas backers are vainly trying to 
ensure. 


Pravda, October 4, 1969 


TASS Statement of October 26, 1969 


The United States Embassy in the Lebanon, in 
a statement circulated the other day under the 
pretext of expressing concern about “the inde- 
pendence and territorial integrity of the Leba- 
non,” in fact proclaimed the right of the United 
States to interfere in the internal affairs of the 
Lebanese Republic. It said that “the interests of 
the United States of America in that area exceed 





the interests of any other individual state.” 

The aims pursued by the United States are 
evident from the statement itself. It recalls the 
old colonial practice when great powers referred 
to violations of their interests in some part of the 
world in order to interfere in the internal affairs 
of states and peoples and to deprive the peoples 
of their inalienable right to settle their own 
affairs. 


No outside interference by a great power in 
events in the Lebanon can be justified. 


The Lebanese Republic is an Arab country 
closely connected with the other Arab states and 
nobody is better placed than the Arab _ states 
themselves to decide problems arising over the 
Lebanon. They know their interests and their 
aims best. 


It is understandable why the public of Arab 
countries, including the Lebanese public, have 
received the United States statement with indig- 
nation, rightly regarding it as an attempt to 
impose a sort of American patronage over the 
Lebanon. 


The events around the Lebanon are undoub- 
tedly a result of the mounting tension in the 
Middle East caused by the Israeli aggression, the 
aftermaths of which have not yet been elimi- 
nated. 


Israel is not carrying out the decisions of the 
United Nations and is continuing the adventuris- 
tic policy of provocations against the Arab sta- 
tes, while some Western powers, and the United 
States in the first place, are encouraging _ this 
Israeli policy. 

A considerable role in these plans is given to 
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undermining the unity of action of the Arab sta- 
tes, making use of the forces of domestic reaction 
in the Arab countries and pushing them to op- 
pose the national-patriotic forces. 


It is apparent that a web of intrigues is again 
being spun and attempts are being made to turn 
the blows against the wrong targets in the Middle 
East and in connection with the Lebanon in par- 
ticular. 


Were the United States really interested, as it 
asserts in its statement, in the preservation of the 
independence and territorial integrity of Arab 
states, it would have directed its efforts first of 
all at ensuring the speediest fulfilment of United 
Nations decisions on the settlement of the situa- 
tion in the Middle East, which provide for the 
withdrawal of Israeli troops from occupied Arab 
territories and a just solution of the problem of 
the Palestinian refugees, as well as of other out- 
standing issues. 


The events taking place in the Lebanon are 
arousing the concern of the Soviet people. The 
firm belief is expressed in leading circles in the 
Soviet Union that no foreign power must en- 
croach on the sovereignty of the Lebanon and its 
right to settle its internal affairs, nor interfere 
in matters within the competence of the Arab 
states themselves. 


The conviction is also expressed that the lea- 
ders of the Arab countries will be able to find 
ways of preventing the worsening of the internal 
situation in the Lebanon and will not allow any- 
body to sow discord among the Arab peoples or 
set Arab states at loggerheads. 


Pravda, October 26, 1969 
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Statement on Situation in Middle East 


USSR Foreign Ministry Press Conference 


The following statement on the situation in the 
Middle East was read out at a Moscow press con- 
ference on October 31 by Leonid Zamyatin, head 
of the press department of the USSR Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs: 

The situation in the Middle East is continuing 
to worsen to a serious degree. Israel is not stop- 
ping her military provocations against the Arab 
states. The provocations involve ever larger armed 
forces, which employ heavy weapons, rockets, 
aviation and tanks. Territories of the Arab coun- 
tries are continuing to be bombed and shelled. 
The cease-fire line is actually being turned by 
Israel into a front line. The provocations by the 
Israeli Army in the Suez Canal zone, on the 
banks of the River Jordan and on the Golan 
Heights are a continuation of the Israeli aggres- 
sion against the United Arab Republic, Syria and 
Jordan. 

In the Arab territories which have been tempo- 
rarily seized, Israeli troops are terrorising the 
peaceful Arab population and pursuing a policy 
of colonialism. Israeli leaders are urging Israeli 
citizens to settle in the occupied Arab territories. 
The other day a statement to this effect was made 
by Moshe Dayan, who emphasised that “the 
settlement of Jews in those territories must be 
Israel’s main objective.” In other words, Moshe 
Dayan is proclaiming the annexation of Arab 
territories to be Israel’s state policy. 

All this, as well as Israel’s deliberate wrecking 














of any proposals aimed at a political settlement 
in the Middle East, confirm the fact that the in- 
tentions of the Israeli leaders lie not in the di- 
rection of peace but of further complications in 
the area. This is the only possible interpretation 
of Israel’s attitude to the decisions adopted by 
the United Nations Security Council, including 
its resolution of November 22, 1967. The state- 
ment by Israel’s Prime Minister Golda Meir on 
October 21, in which she actually said that ‘‘Is- 
rael would reject any advice to rely on the Uni- 
ted Nations,” is evidence of the fact that the 
Israeli Government is steering a course aimed at 
blocking a political settlement, presumably ex- 
pecting Israel to succeed in keeping the Arab 
lands that have been seized. 

This adventurist policy of the Israeli ruling 
circles is a manifestation of the imperialist plans 
directed against progressive regimes in the Arab 
states and against the national independence and 
freedom of the Arab nations. Imperialist circles 
of the Western powers, and above all those in the 
United States of America, are encouraging the 
aggressive Israeli policy in the Middle East and 
are giving Israel financial and military assis- 
tance. 

The fact that Israel is receiving active support, 
in her reckless course, from the United States ru- 
ling circles is borne out by the talks recently 
held in Washington between the Israeli Prime 
Minister and the US leaders, which resulted in 
a new shipment of arms to Israel, i.e., to a state 
which has committed aggression and which is 
continuing to stage provocations against the Arab 
countries. 

The decision by the US Government permitting 
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Americans who enrol in the Israeli Armed For- 
ces to retain their American citizenship is a dan- 
gerous step. encouraging Israel to embark on 
new military adventures. By virtue of this mea- 
sure the US Government is offering Israel an op- 
portunity to obtain not only military aircraft but 
also American pilots and personnel for technical 
maintenance. There is no doubt that this deci- 
sion by the US Government can lead to serious 
complications in the Middle East. 

The question arises: How can all these actions 
be compatible with the declarations which are 
being made in the United States about the need 
to seek a political settlement? Is it the case, per- 
haps, that some people would like to use diplo- 
matic corridors to cover up their support for 
Israel and her aggressive actions? 

Two years have gone by since the Security 
Council’s decision which made it obligatory for 
Israel to withdraw her troops from the occupied 
Arab territories. That decision is aimed at esta- 
blishing a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East. The principal and, in fact, the only obstacle 
in the way of agreement on a political settlement 
is the attitude of Israel and of those circles out- 
side Israel, and above all in the United States, 
who are actually conniving in the claims of the 
Israeli extremists. - 

Claims are frequently made to the effect that 
the Israeli leaders are defending the right of their 
state to an independent national existence. That. 
is a false claim. Some personalities in Tel Aviv 
and international Zionist circles are trying in that 
way to camouflage Israel’s adventurist plans 
aimed at keeping the Arab lands seized in June 
1967. If the Israeli leaders were really concerned 
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about the security of their nation, the best solu- 
tion for them would be to recognise and imple- 
ment the Security Council’s resolution. That re- 
solution proceeds from the premise that all na- 
tions in the area are entitled to an independent 
existence and development. This applies equally 
to Israel. 

By torpedoing a political settlement on the ba- 
sis of the Security Council’s resolution, the Israeli 
ruling circles are more and more entangling the 
Israeli people in the criminal and onerous strug- 
gle against the Arab peoples. Such policies crea- 
te a serious threat to the destinies of the peoples 
in the Middle East and first and foremost to the 
Israeli people themselves. 

The present serious situation in the Middle 
East demands immediate measures to eliminate 
the consequences of Israeli aggression. The with- 
drawal of Israeli troops from all the occupied 
Arab territories is the principal step in order to 
achieve this objective. Otherwise there cannot be 
a just or lasting peace in the area. The Soviet 
Government, proceeding on the basis of its firm 
conviction that the Security Council’s resolution 
must be implemented, has stated, in the course 
of the consultations within the framework of the 
United Nations, a number of considerations 
aimed at an interlinked implementation by the 
sides concerned of all the provisions of the Se- 
curity Council’s resolution. It should be emphasi- 
sed that together with other issues, the problem 
of the Palestinian refugees must also be given a 
just solution. 

As is well known, there are contacts among va- 
rious countries aimed at facilitating the imple- 
mentation of the Security Council resolution. The 
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Soviet Union is taking part in those contacts. 

We are in favour of a continuation of the con- 
tacts that have been established, including a re- 
sumption of meetings by the representatives of 
the four powers which are permanent members of 
the Security Council, the USSR, the United States, 
Great Britain and France—bearing in mind, in this 
connection, the fact that such meetings should 
make a speedy contribution to the elimination of 
the consequences of the Israeli aggression. So far, 
unfortunately, it cannot be said that the contacts 
which have taken place have produced tangible 
results. The reason lies in the obstructionist line 
of Israel and the one-sided attitude taken by the 
representatives of some Western states, who assu- 
me that Israel should benefit from the aggression 
she has committed. This approach is in contradic- 
tion with the Security Council resolution, which 
clearly proclaims the inadmissibility of acquiring 
territories through war and the need to withdraw 
the Israeli troops from the Arab territories occu- 
pied at the time of the June conflict. We would like 
to hope that further contacts will bring positive 
results and that the achievement of such results 
will not be protracted. 

As for the Soviet Union, it will firmly continue 
to pursue its policy directed towards a settlement 
in the Middle East on the basis which has been 
repeatedly advocated by the Soviet Union and 
which is compatible with the decisions of the Unit- 
ed Nations. 

The Soviet Government considers that effective 
measures must be taken to implement the Security 
Council resolution of November 22, 1967. The 
United Nations and its bodies have at their dis- 
posal sufficient means for that purpose. 
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Failure to implement the Security Council's re- 
solution would, in fact, mean encouraging aggres- 
sion and would discredit the United Nations and 
lead to a further dangerous aggravation of the si- 
tuation in the Middle East. 

At a time when the enemies of the Arab peo- 
ples are counting on undermining the unity of the 
Arab states, the strengthening of the unity and 
cohesion of the Arab states is of particular impor- 
tance in the opinion of the Soviet Union. As the 
latest developments around Lebanon have shown, 
a web of intrigue is being woven in the Middle 
East: plans are being hatched in order to under- 
mine the unity of Arab states and peoples and to 
divert their attention from solving vital problems 
of the present day. 

The situation in the Middle East urgently de- 
mands the unity of all Arab countries in order to 
achieve the elimination of the consequences of 
Israeli aggression and the safeguarding of the na- 
tional rights and gains of Arab peoples. 

The need to have the aggression in the Middle 
East ended was again stressed in the address by 
the General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU, Comrade Leonid Brezhnev, at the 
Soviet-Czechoslovak friendship meeting. The in- 
terests of all peace-loving nations demand that a 
lasting peace be ensured in that part of our pla- 
net. This attitude of the Soviet Union is fully 
supported and approved by the Arab countries, 
by other peace-loving states and by progressive 
opinion throughout the world. 

The Soviet Government considers it necessary 
to reiterate that it will continue to extend com- 
prehensive aid to the Arab states which are strug- 
gling to maintain the progressive gains of their 
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peoples against the encroachments of Israel and 
her imperialist protectors. The Soviet Government 
has always advocated a speedy political  settle- 
ment of the Middle East crisis in the interests of 
establishing lasting peace in the Middle East and 
in the interests of world peace. 


Pravda, November 1, 1969 


Statement by Central Committees of Communist 
and Workers’ Parties and Governments 

of Bulgaria, Hungary, the GDR, Poland, the USSR 

and Czechoslovakia on Situation in Middle East 


November 27, 1969 


The area of the Middle East has recently been 
the scene of a dangerous worsening of tension as 
a result of the aggressive policy of the most bel- 
ligerent circles of imperialism. 

On an ever increasing scale Israel has been 
engineering military provocations against the 
United Arab Republic, the Syrian Arab Republic, 
Jordan and other Arab states. Ever larger con- 
tingents of armed forces, using heavy weapons, 
aircraft and tanks, have been involved in these 
provocations. Israel is pursuing a policy of colo- 
nial plunder, oppression and violence against the 
Arab population in the occupied Arab territories. 
These actions by Israel are extremely dangerous: 
they are pushing events in this area towards a 
new military conflict. 

This policy of provocation by Israel, which 
creates an obstacle in the way of the establish- 
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ment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East, is an expression of plans spearheaded 
against progressive regimes in Arab countries, 
against the national independence of all Arab 
states and against the liberation movement of 
Arab peoples which plays an outstanding role in 
the struggle against imperialism. The imperialists 
are seeking to regain the positions they lost in 
the Middle East in order to continue their plun- 
der of the national wealth of Arab countries and, 
in the first place, their oil resources. This is the 
reason why the imperialist circles of some Wes- 
tern countries, and first of all the USA, are acti- 
vely encouraging the Israeli policy of annexa- 
tions in the Middle East and are rendering ever 
increasing financial, military and other assistance 
to Israel. The newest weapons, including planes, 
rockets, etc., are being delivered to the aggressor 
in considerable quantities. 


Two years have passed since the Security 
Council adopted a resolution binding Israel to 
withdraw her troops from the occupied territories 
and aimed at establishing a just peace in the 
Middle East. This resolution, however, has not 
yet been implemented because of the provocative 
adventurist position of Israel, which stubbornly 
ignores the will of the United Nations and the 
will of world public opinion. 


Israel and her patrons are deliberately frustra- 
ting the possibilities of a political settlement in 
the hope that they will succeed in annexing the 
occupied Arab territories. This is the only way to 
assess Israel’s attitude to the persistent demands 
by the broad world public and the resolutions of 
the UN Security Council, including its resolu- 
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tion of November 22, 1967. After the recent par- 
liamentary elections in Israel, which were held 
in an atmosphere of chauvinistic passions, the po- 
sitions of the notorious reactionary extremist for- 
ces, who are pushing the people of Israel to the 
continuation and aggravation of the conflict with 
their Arab neighbours, have become stronger. 


Frustrating a political settlement of the Middle 
East conflict, the Israeli ruling circles have in- 
creasingly involved the Israeli people in the cri- 
minal, protracted fighting with Arab peoples. 
Such a policy creates a serious danger first of 
all for the Israeli people themselves, and it is 
fraught with a threat to universal peace. 


This aggressive policy of Israel and those cir- 
cles in the West which inspire and encourage the 
Israeli aggression arouses growing indignation all 
over the world. 

The peoples of the world demand that effective 
measures should be taken at last for the imple- 
mentation of the Security Council resolution of 
November 22, 1967. Non-compliance with this 
resolution means the encouragement of the ag- 
gressor and leads to discrediting the United Na- 
tions and to a further dangerous worsening of 
the situation in the Middle East. 

The present serious situation in the Middle 
East calls for immediate measures. The peoples 
of the world must compel Israel to withdraw its 
troops from the occupied Arab territories. With- 
out a settlement of this problem there can be. 
no lasting and just peace in this area. Along 
with other problems, there must be a just solu- 
tion to the problem of ensuring the legal rights 
and interests of the Arab people of Palestine, who 
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are waging a courageous national-liberation and 
anti-imperialist struggle. 

Experience shows that imperialists are conti- 
nuing their attempts to overthrow progressive 
regimes in Arab countries by using the ruling 
Zionist circles of Israel as their tool for this pur- 
pose. The enemies of the Arab peoples calculate 
on the weakening of the unity of Arab - states. 
That is why the strengthening of the unity of 
Arab peoples is of special significance for the 
struggle to remove the aftermaths of the Israeli 
aggression. 

The socialist countries, which have always 
been sincere friends of Arab states, express their 
fraternal solidarity with the peoples of the Arab 
countries who are carrying on a struggle in de- 
fence of their national independence, sovereignty 
and freedom. 


Our parties, peoples and states are firmly de- 
termined to do everything in their power to frus- 
trate the plans of the aggressors in the Middle 
East. The socialist countries will continue to ren- 
der all-round assistance to the Arab states who 
are carrying on a struggle for the preservation 
of the progressive gains of their peoples, against 
the encroachments by Israel and her patrons. 


On behalf of our parties, peoples and states, 
we call upon all peoples and all peace-loving sta- 
tes to render eftective assistance to the Arab 
peoples in their just struggle for the withdrawal 
of Israeli troops from the occupied Arab territo- 
ries, in their struggle for freedom and indepen- 
dence, against the intrigues of the imperialist 
forces in the Middle East, and for a just solution 
to the Middle East crisis, in the interests of es- 
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tablishing a lasting peace in this area and in the 
interests of peace all over the world. 


Pravda, November 27, 1969 


Message from the Presidium of the USSR 
Supreme Soviet and Soviet Government to the 
Arab Summit Conference 


On behalf of the Presidium of the USSR Sup- 
reme Soviet and the Soviet Government we greet 
the leaders of the Arab states who have gathered 
at their top-level conference, and through them, 
the peoples of the Arab countries, friends of the 
Soviet Union. 

Your conference is taking place at a time when 
the situation in the Middle East remains tense 
due to Israel’s continuing aggression against the 
Arab countries. 

In their recent joint statement “On the Situa- 
tion in the Middle East’ the Soviet Union and 
the other socialist countries once again drew the 
attention of the world public to the grave situa- 
tion in that part of the world and demanded that 
urgent measures be taken to ensure a lasting and 
just peace in the Middle East. 

Today it is clear to all that the dangerous ten- 
sion in the Middle East is a direct result of the 
fact that the Tel Aviv Government, backed by its 


imperialist protectors is hampering a political ° 


settlement of the Middle East crisis, flouting the 
UN resolutions and challenging the demand and 
will of the world public. 

Israel’s aggressive policy of conquest indicates 
that the imperialist forces will not give up their 
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schemes to halt the national-liberation movement 
of the peoples of the Arab East, restore the lost 
positions of the imperialists in that part of the 
world, and plunder the national wealth of the 
Arab countries. This is why they are seeking to 
fan new military conflicts, to split the Arab peop- 
les, and to grossly interfere in the internal affairs 
of the Arab states. 

Peace can and must be restored in the Middle 
East. This requires unconditional and full imple- 
mentation of the Security Council resolution of 
November 22, 1967 and, above all, withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from all the occupied Arab terri- 
tories. 

It goes without saying that the solution of the 
Middle East problem must also ensure the legiti- 
mate rights and interests of the Arab people of 
Palestine. 

In view of the prevailing situation, it is of par- 
ticular importance to consolidate the unity of the 
Arab peoples and states, and their solidarity and 
co-operation with all the anti-imperialist forces, to 
pool the efforts of all Arab states in their joint 
actions to attain their legitimate rights and achieve 
a just political settlement of the Middle East 
conflict. 

The struggle against the Israeli aggression is 
an inherent part of the peoples’ struggle against 
the forces of militarism and war, for national in- 
dependence and universal peace. The Soviet 
Union is determined to spare no effort in future, 
too, to frustrate imperialist plans in the Middle 
East area. It will continue to render the Arab 
countries assistance and support in their struggle 
for freedom and independence. 

We wish participants in the conference success 
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in settling the issues pertaining to the strengthen- 
ing of Arab unity in eliminating the consequenc- 
es of Israeli aggression and establishing a lasting 
peace in the Middle East. 


Nikolai PODGORNY Alexei KOSYGIN 
Chairman Chairman 
Presidium USSR Council of Ministers 


USSR Supreme Soviet 


Pravda, December 22, 1969 


Peace Should Be Restored in Middle East 


Alarming news is coming in, on the grave 
situation in the Middle East, caused by fresh acts 
of aggression by the Israeli military. Israeli 
aviation is extending the range of its criminal 
operations and bombing densely populated areas 
of the Nile delta, in the United Arab Republic. 
Bombs and shells continue to rain down on peace- 
ful villages in Jordan and the Lebanon. On 
February 12, Israeli aviation bombed the iron and 
steel plant in Abu Zaabal near Cairo. Bombard- 
ment with missiles, napalm bombs, and delayed- 
action bombs have caused the death of nearly 
80 plant employees; almost one hundred people 
were injured. 

In its policy of annexation of the occupied Arab 
territories the Tel Aviv rulers are resorting to 
the most brutal methods. They have imposed a 
regime of unbridled terror on these territories, 
evicting the Arab population, destroying dwel- 
lings, throwing into prison all who resist their 
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inhuman measures, setting up Israeli military 
hamlets on Arab lands-in_ short, colonising 
areas they have seized. The bellicose Israeli Zio- 
nists are whipping up a campaign of outright 
chauvinist propaganda, sowing hostility and 
hatred for the Arab peoples and inculcating the 
spirit of sheer racialism among their own people. 

It became known a few days ago that Wa- 
shington is considering shipments of new con- 
signments of armaments to Israel, including the 
“Skyhawk” and “Phantom” planes. Deliveries of 
aircraft under previous contracts are also conti- 
nuing. No verbal acrobatics concerning the “‘ba- 
lance of forces” in the Middle East can help the 
Washington propaganda-makers conceal the fact 
that these armaments are being delivered to Is- 
rael to continue the aggression. 

Moreover, there have been numerous reports 
in the world press to the effect that Washington 
is favourably regarding Israel's request for new 
big loans. Israel is also aided by the monopolists 
of Western Germany. Money keeps pouring into 
Israel from international Zionist organisations to 
finance the aggression. 

Modern Zionism is an ideology, a ramified 
system of organisations, the practical policy ofa 
handful of Jewish bourgeoisie who form one 
whole with the monopoly circles of the USA and 
other imperialist powers. Its essence is unbridled 
chauvinism and vile anti-communism. Ignoring 
the real interests of the Israeli people the Zionists 
have also placed the state of Israel at the service 
of imperialism. 

By their barbarous aggressive actions the ru- 
lers of Israel have completely exposed themselv- 
es to world public opinion as an instrument of 





imperialist reaction. The reactionaries of the 
United States and other imperialist countries 
would like to use Israel as a means of reversing 
developments in the Middle East, defeating the 
national-liberation movement and turning this 
area into a sphere of neo-colonialist domination. 
The Israeli extremists and their backers hope by 
blackmail and threats, by escalation of the ag- 
gression to be able to undermine the Arab stat- 
es’ will to fight, force them to forgo their legi- 
timate interests and submit to the imperialist 
dictate. 

The aggressors have a short memory. They 
cannot seem to learn the lessons of history, even 
comparatively recent history. The American mi- 
litary, who pursued similar objectives in their 
dirty war against the people of Vietnam, suffered 
numerous defeats. 


Gone are the times when the canon and the 
bomb could intimidate the peoples defending 
their vital national interests. The Arab peoples 
are determined to give a fitting rebuff to the 
Israeli invaders and their imperialist bosses; they 
are determined to completely overcome the con- 
sequences of the aggression and to keep on with 
the progressive social transformations in their 
countries. The Israeli raids do not go unanswe- 
red. Israel is suffering increasing losses in this 
“war to exhaustion,” which is the subject of so 
much talk in Tel Aviv nowadays. The Palestine 
resistance movement is mounting. 

The brazen activities of the Israeli military are 
arousing the wrathful indignation and resolute 
condemnation of the entire peace-loving public, 
who demand a stop to Tel Aviv’s aggressive 
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ventures. At meetings and rallies the Soviet peop- 
le are protesting against the provocations of the 
Israeli rulers. Our people enthusiastically sup- 
port the Arab peoples in their just struggle 
against the Israeli invaders, in defence of their 
national interests, against imperialist encroach- 
ment, neo-colonialism and Zionism, and are deno- 
uncing the aggressors’ crimes. On March 2, Soviet 
public organisations held a day of protest against 
Israel's escalation of aggressive military actions 
against the Arab countries. 


Progressive mankind at large is demanding that 
Israel immediately stop the dangerous armed at- 
tacks and ventures against the Arab countries, 
that she observe the resolutions of the Security 
Council and the General Assembly. It is impera- 
tive that Israel should be made to renounce the 
policy of armed provocations, that a lasting peace 
should be established in the Middle East. 


The policy of hostility and aggression towards 
the Arab peoples will not benefit its ringleaders 
and organisers. It is sure to be a fiasco. The Is- 
raeli rulers and their imperialist protectors should 
be aware of this when they continue to build up 
pressures in the Middle East. 


The Soviet Union favours mutual observance 
by the parties concerned of all the stipulations of 
the Security Council resolution, for attaining a 
political settlement in that area. In this, the ques- 
tion of the withdrawal of Israeli troops from all 
the occupied Arab territories has been and conti- 
nues to be the principal issue. Unless the troops 
are withdrawn there cannot be an end to the state 
of war or a stable peace. The Soviet Union and 
the other socialist countries, and all progressive 
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forces of the world are determined to thwart the 
imperialist ventures and restore peace in the 
Middle East. 


Pravda, March 3, 1970 


TASS Statement of May 30, 1970 


For over two weeks the Israeli military have 
been constantly staging armed provocations on 
the Lebanon’s southern frontier using armoured 
troops and infantry. These units, with air force 
and artillery support, are invading the territory 
of the Lebanese Republic. Grossly violating the 
Lebanon’s state sovereignty the Israeli troops are 
engaged in military operations on her territory, 
causing mounting casualties among the peaceful 
population of the country’s southern areas, des- 
troying a large number of dwellings and inflict- 
ing other damage. The inhabitants are being com- 
pelled to leave their homes en masse. The pres- 
ent Government of Israel, with defiant cynicism 
and in spirit of the traditions of the colonialists 
proclaims its “right” to undertake these acts of 
aggression against Arab countries. 

In order to justify all these armed provocations 
the Israeli rulers, as usual, refer to a “threat to 
Israel's security.” In actual fact, the actions of 
the Israeli military are spearheaded against the 
territorial integrity of the Lebanon. Israel does 
not conceal that she is trying to force the Le- 
banon to leave the pan-Arab front and isolate 
her from the rest of the Arab world. Israeli 
aggressive actions, therefore, are not only direc- 
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ted against the Lebanon, but against all Arab 
states, against all Arabs and against peace. It is 
not accidental that these actions are correctly re- 
garded throughout the world as premeditated and 
aimed at further aggravating the situation in the 
Middle East. 


By ignoring the Security Council resolution on 
the withdrawal of Israeli troops from Arab ter- 
ritory occupied in June 1967, and with the back- 
ing of external imperialist circles, Israel hopes 
not only to consolidate her positions in the occu- 
pied territories but also to extend her occupation 
to the southern areas of the Lebanon. 

These piratical actions of Israel show once 
again that the Israeli ruling circles, intoxicated 
to the point of blindness by chauvinism, are not 
seeking peace in the Middle East, as they decla- 
re, but are seeking for new territorial gains. They 
are seeking expansion at the expense of other 
countries and peoples. 


The growing tension in the Middle East caused 
by Israel’s reckless actions arouses the wrathful 
condemnation in the Soviet Union. The interests 
of peace in the Middle East require that Israel 
should be made to respect the UN Charter, 
cease her armed provocations, withdraw her 
troops from all occupied Arab territories and 
observe the Security Council resolution of No- 
vember 22, 1967 and the other UN decisions. It 
is high time for the Israeli rulers to realise the 
grave consequences that can come from con- 
tinuing the perilous political course, for Israel 
first and foremost. 


Pravda, May 30, 1970 














Statement by USSR Supreme Soviet on Situation 
in Middle East 


The Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics expresses serious concern over 
the threat to world peace that is created in the 
Middle East by the aggressive actions of Israel 
and her imperialist patrons. 
' Three years have gone by since the time when, 
in accordance with the decision of the United Na- 
tions Security Council, the intrusion of Israeli 
troops into the territory of the United Arab Re- 
public, the Syrian Arab Republic and Jordan was 
stopped. But Israel is continuing her aggression 
against the Arab states. She is occupying the Arab 
lands which she seized: she is carrying out raids 
on the territories of the United Arab Republic, 
Svria, Jordan and the Lebanon. Because of this, 
the situation in the Middle East is fraught with 
the danger of another explosion. 

Israel has not carried out a single decision of 
the United Nations Security Council and General 
Assembly in connection with the Middle East 
crisis. She has maintained, and is continuing to 
maintain, an obstructionist attitude with regard 
to any efforts directed towards achieving a poli- 
tical settlement in the Middle East. It is now par- 
ticularly clear that Israel is fighting, not for her 
own existence, not for her own security, but with 
the aim of seizing other people’s lands. On the 
occupied Arab territories, Israel is pursuing a po- 
licy of colonial plunder and mass terror towards 
the Arab population. 

The essence of Israel’s present policy is to block 
the roads to a political settlement in the Middle 
East and to intensify pressure on the Arab coun- 














tries with a view to consolidating the results of 
her aggression. But these calculations are without 
any foundation. Any plans to enable Israel to 
prolong the occupation of the Arab territories and, 
what is more, to annex them, plans which would 
place the interests of Israel above the interests of 
other states in the area, are doomed to failure. 

For decades the peoples of the Arab East have 
had no peace. They have been obliged to wage a 
hard struggle for national liberation and social 
progress. The whole area is often shaken by mi- 
litary conflicts. The reason for this is the policy 
of imperialism, which seeks to deal a blow at the 
liberation movement of the Arab peoples and to 
preserve its own strategic and economic positions 
in the area and, in particular, to preserve the op- 
portunity to exploit the area’s oil wealth. It is im- 
perialist powers, above all the United States, and 
the instrument of imperialist policy in the area— 
the ruling circles of Israel-that are entirely res- 
ponsible for the dangerous situation in the Middle 
East. The United States is actually encouraging 
the Israeli ruling circles. 

Matters now stand like this: either the military 
danger in the Middle East will increase still 
more—and this might happen if the aggressor is 
not curbed—or measures will be taken to ensure 
a political settlement on the basis of observance 
of the Security Council’s resolution of November 
22, 1967, in its entirety. 

Israel’s aggression in the Middle East, sup- 
ported by neo-colonialist circles, is not only di- 
rected against the Arab states. What happens in 
that area, at the junction of the Asian and the 
African continents, has a direct bearing on the 
destinies of the peoples of all the countries of 
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Asia and Africa, on the fate of world peace, on 
the security of the nations. The anti-imperialist 
and peace-loving forces realise that passivity in 
face of the aggressor would free the hands of the 
imperialists for new aggressive actions against 
other peoples and against other independent 
states. 

The Deputies of the USSR Supreme Soviet are 
convinced that in conditions in which the reckless 
actions of the Israeli leaders are creating a real 
threat to international peace and security, not a 
single parliament and not a single member of 
parliament can remain indifferent. All who trea- 
sure the ideals of peace, freedom and the inde- 
pendence of nations must take resolute action and 
must condemn and isolate the aggressor and his 
patrons so as to make the imperialists abandon 
their adventurist course. 

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR entirely ap- 
proves the policy of the Soviet Government in 
giving all-round assistance to the Arab states in 
their courageous struggle against Israeli aggres- 
sion, the policy aimed at achieving a just and 
peaceful political settlement of the Middle Eas! 
conflict. 

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR believes that 
every state in the Middle East has the right to 
independent national existence and to indepen- 
dence and security. 

The Soviet Union has believed and continues to 
believe that only the peoples and the govern- 
ments of the Middle East states should be the 
masters of the situation in the Middle East. 

The Supreme Soviet of the USSR expresses the 
hope that this statement will meet with a favou- 
rable response and with support from all the 
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peace-loving forces and will help the states to 
take the necessary measures in keeping with the 
aims of establishing a just and lasting peace in 
the Middle East. 


SUPREME SOVIET OF THE UNION OF SOVIET 
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS 


The Kremlin, Moscow. July 15, 1970 
Pravda, July 16, 1970 


From Speech by L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary 
of the CPSU CC, at Meeting in Alma-Ata, 
August 28, 1970 


The situation in the Middle East, as in the past, 
merits serious attention. Israel’s aggression and mi- 
litary provocations against Arab countries, which 
continued for over three years, were dictated by 
a scheme on the part of international imperialist 
circles—that of liquidating the progressive regim- 
es in the United Arab Republic and other Arab 
countries and striking a blow against the nation- 
al-liberation movement as a whole. Thanks to the 
staunch, courageous stand taken by Arab coun- 
tries and the active support given them by the 
socialist countries and other progressive forces, 
that scheme was thwarted. 

Ever since the outbreak of the conflict in the 
Middle East the Soviet Union, in close interaction 
with other socialist countries, has invariably 
striven for a political settlement on a just basis. 
Such a basis is provided by the resolution of the 
United Nations Security Council of November 
22, 1967. 

The Soviet Government has proceeded and is 





proceeding now on the basis of the belief that the 
establishment of a just and lasting peace in the 
Middle East cannot be ensured through any re- 
warding of the aggressor for the crimes he has 
committed. Such a peace can be ensured only by 
the complete removal of all the consequences of 
Israel’s aggression, and in particular as a result 
of the complete withdrawal of Israeli troops from 
all the occupied territories. We have come out and 
we continue to come out in favour of assuring the 
national rights, security and independence of all 
the states in the area, including assurance of the 
legitimate rights of the Arab people of Palestine. 

As is well known, on August 8 the governments 
of the United Arab Republic and Jordan annouc- 
ed their agreement to suspend armed actions for 
three months. What is intended is that during 
this period fresh efforts will be made to find a 
mutually acceptable political settlement of the 
Middle East conflict. The United Arab Republic 
and Jordan appointed their representatives to 
discuss ways of settling the situation in the Mid- 
dle East. 

These actions by Arab states compelled the 
ruling circles of Israel also to agree to a cease- 
fire and declare for the first time, through clench- 
ed teeth, their readiness to comply with the provi- 
sions of the Security Council resolution. Repre- 
sentatives of the parties concerned . are said to 
have established the first contacts through the 


representative of the United Nations Secretary- 


General, Dr. Gunnar Jarring. 

The Soviet Union, naturally, takes a positive 
view of this development of events. Our country 
has always insisted that Gunnar Jarring’s mission, 
which was entrusted to him by the Security 
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Council, should be carried out fully and effecti- 
vely. 

The Soviet Union has welcomed with satisfac- 
tion the constructive attitude adopted on this 
matter by the Government of the United Arab 
Republic, headed by President Gamal Abdel Nas- 
ser, an outstanding statesman with whom we re- 
cently had very frank, friendly and useful talks 
in Moscow. 

Opportunities now exist for approaching the 
settlement of the Middle East conflict from the 
positions of realism and responsibility. What is 
needed now is not new provocations and subter- 
fuges designed to circumvent or violate the cease- 
fire agreement, but honest observance of the ag- 
reement reached and real steps in favour of peace. 
Those who have been trying in recent years to 
impose their will “from a position of strength” 
on Arab countries and who have carried out ag- 
gressive actions, now have the chance to think 
better of it and to abandon that hopeless and 
adventurist line which is dangerous to world 
peace, 

We are deeply convinced that an end to the 
conflict in the Middle East would meet the vital 
interests of both the Arab countries and Israel. 
The Arab peoples need peace for the progressive 
development of their national economy and for 
raising the living standards of the working peop- 
le, while for Israel a war with neighbouring coun- 
tries is not only hopeless but also extremely dan- 
gerous for her further destinies. 

Only a little step towards peace has been taken 
so far in the Middle East, but this step has alrea- 
dy met with sharp opposition from supporters of 
continued military actions and from all the ad- 


10—903 265 





herents of an aggresive policy. It is very impor- 
tant now for the peace forces in the Middle East 
not to let the initiative in settling the conflict slip 
from their hands and not to allow the enemies of 
peace to wreck the agreement reached or use it 
to cover up their own aggressive schemes. 

It is in the general interests of the peoples to 
do everything possible for a_ settlement of the 
Middle East conflict and for the present cease- 
fire to become a good beginning for a just, firm 
and lasting peace in the Middle East. As for the 
Soviet Union, this country, loyal as it is to the Le- 
ninist policy of peace and friendship among the 
peoples, will do everything in its power to con- 
tribute towards rebuffing the aggressors, elimi- 
nating hotbeds of war and the danger of war, 
and strengthening world peace. 


Pravda, August 29, 1970 


From Speech by N. V. Podgorny, Chairman 
of the USSR Supreme Soviet Presidium, at 
Luncheon in Honour of President Varahgiri 
Venkata Giri of India, September 23, 1970 


The imperialist forces have not abandoned their 
adventurist plans in the Middle East, where the 
Israeli invaders, with the support of their foreign 
patrons, refuse to comply with the United Nations 
Security Council’s decisions and sabotage Dr. Jar 
ring’s mission. 

Under these circumstances, the fratricidal con- 
flict which started the other day in Jordan gives 
rise to serious concern and anxiety, particularly 
in connection with the threat of direct interfe- 
rence of external forces, indicative of which are 











movements of the US Sixth Fleet in the Mediter- 
ranean and other facts. 

In the interests of the national-liberation and 
anti-imperialist movement of Arab peoples and 
of ensuring their unity in the struggle for the 
elimination of the consequences of Israel’s ag- 
gression, it is urgently necessary to put an end 
as soon as possible to the bloody clashes in Jor- 
dan, to terminate discord between Arabs and to 
reach a just agreement between the Jordanian 
Government and the organisations of the Pales- 
tinian resistance movement. 

The Soviet Union has consistently come out for 
this, too, in its appeals recently to a number of 
states—both those belonging and not belonging to 
the area—firmly stressing the inadmissibility of 
outside interference in the developments in 
Jordan, under any pretext whatsoever. 

Resolutely condemning the actions of the Israe- 
li aggressors and their imperialist patrons, the So- 
viet Union continues to insist on the uncondition- 
al implementation of the Security Council resolu- 
tion of November 22, 1967, on the withdrawal of 
Israeli troops from the occupied Arab territories 
and on the establishment of a just and lasting 
peace in the Middle East. 


Pravda, September 24, 1970 


Concerning Developments in Jordan 


USSR Foreign Ministry Statement 


September 24, 1970 


In connection with the armed clashes in Jordan 
between units of the Jordanian Army and Pales- 
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tinian units, the USSR Embassy in Amman and 
also the Embassies of the USSR in Damascus and 
Baghdad have, on instructions from the Soviet 
Government, established contact with the leaders 
of Jordan, Syria and Iraq. 

Firm confidence has been expressed from the 
Soviet side that everything should be done to end 
as soon as possible the fratricidal fighting which 
started in Jordan, fighting which can only play 
into the hands of forces which are not interested 
in establishing a lasting peace in the Middle East. 

Permanent contact is being maintained with 
President Nasser of the United Arab Republic on 
all questions linked with the developments in 
Jordan. 

In view of the increasing concentration of the 
forces of the American Sixth Fleet in the Eastern 
Mediterranean, as well as other war preparations 
by the United States in the area, the Soviet Go- 
vernment called the attention of the Government 
of the USA, through the Embassy of the USSR in 
Washington, to the need for all states to display 
caution in their steps in connection with the pre- 
sent complicated situation in the Middle East, and 
also to the fact that any interference from outside 
into the events in Jordan would further complica- 
te the situation in the Middle East and the inter- 
national situation as a whole. It was also stressed 
that the Government of the United States could 
use its influence with the Government of Israel ' 
in order that Israel should not try to exploit the 
Jordanian events for its aggressive aims. 

The British Government was informed of So- 
viet views on current events through the Embassy 
of the USSR in London. In doing so, the Soviet 
side expressed the hope that Great Britain, for its 
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part, would not permit any interference in the in- 
ternal affairs of the countries of the area. 

The French Government was contacted through 
diplomatic channels in order to exchange opinions 
and information on the current events and on 
steps taken both by the Soviet and French sides. 

The Soviet Mission at the United Nations is 
keeping in contact with the UN Secretary-General 
and with the missions of a number of states who 
are members of the Security Council. 

The necessary steps will be taken further to 
help bring the conflict in Jordan to an end and 
prevent intervention by external forces in this 
conflict. 


Pravda, September 24, 1970 


From Speech by L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary 
of the CPSU CC, at Grand Rally in Baku, 
October 2, 1970 


All who hold dear the cause of peace and the 
security of the peoples cannot but feel concerned 
over the situation in the Middle East. The con- 
tacts which were started between the United Arab 
Republic, Jordan and Israel through the United 
Nations representative, Dr. Jarring, have not 
been developed, because of the policy of the 
ruling circles in Tel Aviv, who, with the support 
of the United States Government, are doing every- 
thing in their power to thwart Dr.’ Jarring’s 
mission. 

Behind a smoke-screen of cooked-up accusations 
against the United Arab Republic, the Israeli 
military command is trying in every way to stren- 
gthen its positions in the occupied Arab terri- 
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tories, particularly on the eastern bank of the 
Suez Canal, and is building up forces for fresh 
piratical blows against Arab countries. With 
characteristic impudence, Israeli leaders are dec- 
laring, for the whole world to hear, that ‘‘they 
are not going to pull back to the frontiers of 
1967,” i.e., they are not going to return what they 
have stolen by means of aggression. 

The United States Government is continuing to 
connive with the Israeli aggressors, actually en- 
couraging their policy of frustrating the talks, and 
sending ever new consignments of offensive 
weapons to Israel for new attacks on her neigh- 
bours. It seems that Washington, while talking 
about peace, is actually sowing the seeds of dis- 
cord and animosity. 

Unfortunately, the bloody clashes that flared 
up recently in Jordan between government troops 
and armed units of the Palestine organisations 
have done great harm to the common cause of 
the Arab peoples, including the Palestinian Arabs. 
This fratricidal struggle is truly tragic. The Israeli 
aggressors rubbed their hands with glee as they 
watched it, and the imperialists across the ocean 
took the opportunity to bring up forces in the 
hope that there might be an opportunity for 
fresh military intervention in the affairs of the 
Arabs, so as to make it easier for them to strang- 
le the liberation movement of the Arabs and 
plunder their national wealth. 

However, nowadays it has become very dan-. 
gerous to trifle in such a cynical way with the des- 
tinies of independent states and peoples. By so 
doing it is possible not only to burn one’s fingers 
but even to lose one’s whole arm. It is not hard 
to imagine what stormy reactions and what out- 
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bursts of anger on the part of the people would 
be aroused by fresh armed intervention by the 
imperialist powers in the Middle East. 

As for the Soviet Union, its position is abso- 
lutely clear. We have tried to contribute in every 
possible way towards a final ending of the fra- 
tricidal struggle in Jordan and towards stopping 
the extermination of the units of the Palestine 
resistance movement. We have believed, and we 
believe now, that any foreign military interven- 
tion in the events in Jordan is categorically inad- 
missible. 

It is our firm belief that the main task of all 
freedom-loving and peace-loving forces in the 
Middle East today is to achieve a peaceful setile- 
ment by political means, eliminate the con- 
sequences of Israeli aggression and bring back 
peace and tranquillity on a sound and durable 
basis to all peoples in the area. 

The untimely death of the hero of the liberation 
struggle of the Arabs, the President of the United 
Arab Republic and Chairman of the Arab Social- 
ist Union, Gamal Abdel Nasser, is a great loss to 
the Arab people and to the cause for which they 
are fighting. He was a great patriot, a courageous 
fighter against oppression and aggression and for 
freedom, independence and social progress, a 
wise statesman and one of the most authoritative 
leaders of the Arab world. We Soviet people 
mourn the loss of our comrade-in-arms, our com- 
rade in the joint anti-imperialist struggle, a true 
friend of our country and of the entire socialist 
community. 

Gamal Abdel Nasser was one of those who laid 
a sound foundation for the great friendship 
between the peoples of the Soviet Union and the 
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United Arab Republic, and all Arab countries. 
We know for certain that the magnificent edifice 
of our friendship, built on this foundation, will 
grow and become stronger, because this friendship 
is an expression of a profound necessity of his- 
torical development and is destined to flourish for 
ages. 

I take the opportunity to extend from this 
rostrum warm and comradely greetings to our 
good friends, the leaders of the United Arab Re- 
public, Gamal Abdel Nasser’s associates, who, we 
are sure, will continue to work with honour for 
the cause of the late President, a cause that is so 
important for the United Arab Republic, for the 
entire Arab people and for the forces of peace 
and freedom throughout the world. 

Our Arab friends must know that the Commu- 
nist Party and Government of the Soviet Union 
and all Soviet people will continue to pursue un- 


swervingly the policy of sincere friendship and 
fraternal co-operation with the United Arab Re- 
public. We shall continue to give all possible sup- 
port to the just struggle of the Arabs to liberate 
their territories which have been occupied by the 
aggressors, and to establish a lasting peace in the 
Middle East. 


Pravda, October 3, 1970 


Y. PRIMAKOV 
Way to Just Peace 


On Soviet Proposals for a Political Settlement 
in Middle East 


What is the Soviet plan for the normalisation 
of the Middle East situation? 
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First, in drafting our proposals, we proceed 
from the need for a just and lasting peace in the 
Middle East. It is precisely a lasting peace that 
we have in mind, and not a precarious truce. 

It is quite natural that peace of this order can- 
not be ensured by encouraging the aggressor and 
cannot be made stable unless Israeli troops are 
withdrawn from the extensive Arab territories 
which they have seized. 

The Soviet Union has always proceeded, and 
continues to proceed, on the basis of the right of 
all Middle East states to a safe and autonomous 
national existence. The statement adopted at the 
Soviet Parliament’s most recent session once 
again emphasised: 

“The Supreme Soviet of the USSR fully ap- 
proves the Soviet Government's policy of giving 
all-round assistance to the Arab states in their 
courageous struggle against the Israeli aggres- 
sion, a policy whose aim is to achieve a just and 
peaceful political settlement in the Middle East 
conflict. 

“The Supreme Soviet of the USSR maintains 
that every state in the Middle East enjoys the 
right to autonomous national existence and to in- 
dependence and security.” 

A just solution to the Middle East crisis must 
be worked out not only because it is morally 
necessary-even though the moral factor is of 
extremely great importance. Without justice—-that 
is to say, without the ending of the Israeli occu- 
pation of seized Arab territories, and not only 
without an end to the state of war, but also 
without the establishment of peace between states 
in this area, and equally without recognition of 
the rights of the Palestinian Arabs—there will be 
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no resonably stable settlement. 

Engels once wrote that the annexation of Alsa- 
ce and Lorraine had made war a permanent 
factor in European politics. Is there any less 
reason to believe that Israel’s present occupation 
of Arab territories turns war into an inevitable 
prospect in the Middle East? 

Meanwhile, we know that there are a number 
of United Nations resolutions which provide for 
the repatriation of the Palestinian refugees or for 
compensation for their property. It is clearly ne- 
cessary to decide the question of the Palestinian 
refugees in order to have a stable peace in the 
Middle East. All the more so do we regard as 
impermissible attempts to have “self-determina- 
tion” for one people or a set of peoples on the 
basis of other peoples being completely deprived 
of their national rights. 

Secondly, our proposals provide not just for 
the simple proclamation of peace in the Middle 
East, but for an understanding between the sides 
which would impose commitments on both of 
them. A tangible way to this now could be pro- 
vided by contacts through the UN Secretary-Ge- 
neral’s special envoy, Dr. Gunnar Jarring. 

The Soviet Union has been and is in favour of 
the implementation of the Jarring mission. But is 
this mission an aim in itself? Of course not. 
What is needed is to establish contacts between 
the sides through Dr. Jarring; the Jarring mis- 
sion is required to find concrete ways of imple- 
menting the UN Security Council resolution of 
November 22, 1967. 

It should be remembered that this resolution 
provides for the evacuation of Israeli troops 
from occupied Arab territories, the ending of the 
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state of war between the Arab countries and Is- 
rael, their right to live in peace within secure and 
recognised frontiers, the freedom of shipping 
along sea lanes and a solution to the problem of 
the Palestinian refugees. 

In the Soviet view, for the Jarring mission to 
be successful it is first of all necessary for the two 
sides, straightforwardly and unequivocally to dec- 
lare their readiness to implement the UN Securi- 
ty Council resolution all along the line. 

A statement of this kind has already been 
made by the Government of the United Arab 
Republic, which is contributing most to the effort 
to eliminate the consequences of Israeli aggres- 
sion. 

From the formal point of view Tel Aviv also 
seems to have consented to implement this reso- 
lution. However, this was done too indefinitely 
and in too general a form. Meanwhile, subse- 
quent pronouncements by the Israeli leaders con- 
flict with the provisions of the resolution to so 
great a degree that one cannot but doubt the 
sincerity of this Israeli consent. 

Thirdly, the Soviet proposals guarantee the 
practical implementation of the entire complex of 
provisions of this Security Council resolution. 

It is particularly important today to stand firm 
on the two main lines of settlement, which are: 
Israeli evacuation from all Arab territories oc- 
cupied in 1967 and the simultaneous establish- 
ment of a just and lasting peace in the Middle 
East. Both issues are organically fused and must 
be viewed as one composite entity. 

The Soviet proposals thus co-ordinate the solu- 
tion of these questions: the moment the final 
document, as co-ordinated through Dr.Jarring, is 
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deposited with the United Nations, the two sides 
must refrain from all action that would operate 
against the termination of the state of war; juri- 
dically, the termination of the state of war and 
the establishment of peace will begin the moment 
the first phase of the Israeli troop withdrawal 
from the territories occupied in June 1967 is 
completed-the evacuation may be carried out in 
two phases. 

The Israeli leaders often indulge in talk about 
what they call “secure frontiers’; in practice it is 
uncurbed expansion for Israel that is being talked 
about under the guise of establishing “secure 
frontiers.’ Thus, the Chief of the General Staff of 
the Israeli Army went so far as to say that the 
River Jordan would constitute a ‘secure frontier” 
for Israel. 

It is absolutely plain that today, in this age 
when armaments are rapidly developing, the 
safety of this or that frontier is not at all ensur- 
ed by shifting it a few miles away, but by having 
it universally recognised. 

Were the present Israeli leaders really con- 
cerned about anything other than expansionist 
projects for territorial “acquisitions,” Tel Aviv 
would pay closer heed to proposals guaranteeing 
the frontiers of the states in this area, including 
the frontiers of Israel, which would accord with 
the demarcation lines that existed on June 4, 1967. 

As for guarantees for the frontiers of the 
Middle East states, the Soviet proposals ensure 
them by having the two sides adopt specific com- 
mitments to recognise, in conformity with the UN 
Security Council resolution of November 22, 
1967, the impermissibility of acquiring territory 
through war, to respect one another's sovereignty, 
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territorial integrity, inviolability and political in- 
dependence, to do all in their power to prevent 
hostile acts against one another from their respec- 
tive territories, and mutually to refrain from in- 
terference in one another’s internal affairs. 

The Soviet proposals also stipulate demilitaris- 
ed zones on either side of the frontier: such zones 
would give no advantage to either side, and their 
regime would incorporate restrictions of a purely 
military character, the introduction of UN troops 
at a number of points and direct guarantees from 
the Permanent Members of the Security Council 
or from the UN Security Council itself. 

Such are the Soviet proposals. If the Israeli 
leaders, who are supported by the imperialist 
circles of the USA, had not blocked their adop- 
tion, a just and lasting peace would long ago have 
become an established fact in the Middle East. 


Pravda, October 15, 1970 (Abridged) 


For a Stable Peace and Security in Middle East 
December 2, 1970 


The People’s Republic of Bulgaria, the Hunga- 
rian People’s Republic, the German Democratic 
Republic, the Polish People’s Republic, the So- 
cialist Republic of Rumania, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the Czechoslovak Social- 
ist Republic, represented at the Berlin Confe- 
rence of the Political Consultative Committee of 
states-members of the Warsaw Treaty, have exa- 
mined the situation in the Middle East and 
adopted the following statement. 

Peace continues to be in jeopardy in the Middle 
East. For over three years now Israeli troops 


277 


have been occupying Arab territory. The impe- 
rialist policies of Israel and the forces of inter- 
national reaction backing her are creating new 
obstacles in the way of attaining a political settle- 
ment in the Middle East. Considering the inter- 
national importance of this region, one must not 
underestimate the extent of the danger emanating 
from such policies. 

Two opposing policies are evident in the Middle 
East. One is a consistent course for reaching a 
political settlement which would guarantee all 
peoples of the Middle East, the people of Israel 
included, an independent and secure national 
existence; make their boundaries safe; and 
enable these peoples to channel their efforts, 
resources and energy into securing their 
vital needs. But there can be no peace in the 
Middle East unless Israeli troops quit all the 
occupied Arab territories. Without this, good- 
neighbourly relations among the Middle East 
peoples are inconceivable. The advocates of this 
course-the United Arab Republic and other Arab 
states, as well as the socialist and other peace- 
loving countries that are supporting them—are for 
observing the stipulations of the Security Council 
resolution of November 22, 1967, as the basis for 
restoring peace in the Middle East. As the first 
practical steps they insist that contacts should be 
established and talks held between the parties to 
the conflict, with the UN Secretary General’s 
special envoy, Dr. Gunnar Jarring, as mediator. 

The other policy is for retaining at any cost 
and annexing the occupied territories of the Arab 
states, for maintaining tension in the Middle East, 
overthrowing progressive Arab regimes and un- 
dermining the Arab national-liberation movement. 
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Israel and her backers are deliberately sabotag- 
ing any measures for reaching a just settlement. 
They attempt to dictate their demands to the 
peoples of this area, actually stating that these 
demands be accepted or there will be no peace. 
Recently this policy was again condemned by the 
25th session of the UN General Assembly. 

The forces of international imperialism, parti- 
cularly American imperialism, bear full responsi- 
bility for the fact that the Middle East continues 
to be one of the most dangerous seats of tension 
in the world. Flaunting their plans of conquest 
and “great Israel’ programmes, Israel’s militarist 
rulers actually jeopardise their people’s vital in- 
terests. 

The conference expresses confidence that the at- 
tempts by the imperialist countries to split and 
set the Arab peoples against each other will con- 
tinue to be counteracted by the efforts of the Arab 

eoples and states to strengthen their unity and 
cohesion. Those attending the conference are con- 
vinced that, as in the past, the intrigues of inter- 
national reactionaries against the progressive 
Arab regimes are doomed to failure. They express 
profound satisfaction over the statements by the 
UAR leadership that it will continue the course 
taken by the UAR during the time of the late 
President Gamal Abdel Nasser, and that it is 
working against international imperialism, for a 
political settlement of the Middle East conflict, 
for independence, freedom and progress, friend- 
ship with the socialist countries, peace and inter- 
national concord. 

Those taking part in the conference confirm 
their readiness resolutely to support in future too, 
the just struggle of the Arab peoples, including 


the Arabs of Palestine, against the imperialist po- 
licy of aggression in the Middle East, for the li- 
beration of the occupied Arab territories, for 
freedom and social progress. 


Pravda, December 4, 1970 


From Speech by N. V. Podgorny, Chairman 
of the USSR Supreme Soviet Presidium, at the 
Opening of the Aswan Hydropower Complex, 
January 15, 1971 


Dear friends, you are building a new life in the 
complicated, tense situation caused by the Israeli 
aggressors’ occupying part of your territory, 
plundering the wealth of your land and scoffing at 
the peaceful population. However, all difficulties 
can be surmounted, the attacks by the imperialists 
and their henchmen can be repulsed if the people 
pool their efforts, choose a correct programme of 
action, maintain vigilance against the enemies and 
seek support among true, reliable friends and 
allies. 

When a state is strong internally, when its 
people fully appreciate and support their govern- 
ment’s policies, as is the case in the United Arab 
Republic, no intrigues by hostile forces will im- 
peril it. 

You are waging a just struggle against impe- 
rialism, aggression and oppression. Having trea- 
cherously attacked and seized Arab lands, the Is- 
raeli aggressors and their imperialist protectors 
are now trying to dictate their demands to the 
peoples of the Arab East. 

Obviously, Israel would never have risked mili- 
tary ventures against the Arab states, had not she 
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been sure of the assistance of the imperialist 
powers, particularly the United States, which sup- 
ports Israel’s aggressive aspirations by supplying 
her with weapons and money. 

The conscience of humanity cannot be recon- 
ciled to the fact that the Israeli extremists are 
ignoring world public opinion in the hope of at- 
taining their adventuristic goals and retaining 
captured lands. 

The lofty principles of freedom and independen- 
ce must not be reduced to a matter of bargaining 
and unseemly political gambling. Peace in the 
Middle East cannot be achieved by way of tramp- 
ling on the legitimate rights of the Arab peop- 
les. 

The sooner the Tel Aviv rulers dispense with 
their illusions that they will always be able to 
base their relations with the neighbouring coun- 
tries on a policy of strength, the better it will be 
for Israel and her people. For they need peace 
as much as the peoples of the Arab countries do. 

The Israeli rulers are ignoring this and plainly 
losing their sense of reality. The United Arab 
Republic and the other Arab states are success- 
fully opposing the aggression. Moreover, progres- 
sive, anti-imperialist regimes are becoming strong- 
er in the UAR, Syria, the Sudan, Libia and other 
Arab countries; a basic change is taking place in 
the balance of forces and potentialities of the two 
sides. 

The Arab peoples’ struggle to eliminate the con- 
sequences of Israel’s aggression is encountering 
the mounting support of the peace-loving peoples 
and countries. With growing persistence they are 
demanding that an end be put to the aggressive po- 
licies of Israel and her backer, the United States, 
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who finds itself increasingly isolated, as is parti- 
cularly evident from the results of the last session 
of the UN General Assembly. 

The withdrawal of Israeli troops from all Arab 
territories occupied in 1967, the observation of all 
the stipulations of the Security Council resolution 
of November 22, 1967; respect for the legitimate 
rights of all the peoples of the Middle East, of the 
Arabs of Palestine included-such is a realistic 
programme of establishing a just and lasting 
peace in this area. 


Pravda, January 16, 1971 


From Speech by A. N. Kosygin, Chairman 
of the USSR Council of Ministers, at Kremlin 
Dinner in Honour of the Party and Government 
Delegation of the Syrian Arab Republic, 
February 1, 1971 


The Soviet Union firmly and consistently sup- 
ports the just cause of the Arabs and is rendering 
them all-round assistance. We demand that the 
consequences of Israel’s aggression be completely 
eliminated. The policy of Israel, which relying on 
the forces of imperialism and reaction, strives to 
retain the occupied territories, is an infringement 
on the independence and sovereignty of the neigh- 
bouring Arab countries. This policy ruins the pro- 
spects for the peaceful development and co-opera- 
tion of the Middle East peoples giving rise to the 
constant threat of a new conflict. Moreover, it is 
amply evident that the Middle East crisis is 
fraught with the danger of serious international 
complications. Certainly questions connected with 
the situation in the Middle East and elimination 
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of the consequences of Israeli aggression play an 
important part in our talks. 

Developments in the Middle East have now 
reached a crucial stage. Because of the pressure of 
world public opinion and the constructive policy 
of the UAR Government, Israel has agreed to re- 
sume contacts with the UN  Secretary-General’s 
envoy, Dr. Gunnar Jarring. The Soviet Union 
firmly believes that in view of the existing the 
state of affairs the only realistic way to settle the 
Middle East crisis is to observe the Security Co- 
uncil resolution of November 22, 1967, with due 
account paid to the legitimate rights of all Middle 
East peoples, including those of the Palestinian 
Arabs. Any further procrastination, any fresh at- 
tempts at wrangling from the position of brute 
strength will not solve the problem and will only 
aggravate matters. If a state of peace is to be 
reached, a state whereby all peoples of the Middle 
East can live like good neighbours, then the crite- 
rion should be the real, vital interests of the peo- 
ples and not the ideas of extremist politicians. At 
present the peoples are expecting concrete peace 
actions from Israel. 

Seeking to establish a just and stable peace, the 
Soviet Union is developing co-operation with the 
friendly Arab countries and is giving ‘them the 
necessary assistance. This also applies to its re- 
lations with Syria. 

The current situation in the world makes the 
use of force in solving political issues futile. And 
like the Middle East, this also holds true for In- 
dochina and other parts of the world. 

We expect that the Arab countries will pool 
their efforts still more in the anti-imperialist strug- 
gle and in the campaign to eliminate the conse- 
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quences of Israel’s aggression. Throughout the 
past few years and at all the stages of the Middle 
East crisis the imperialists have counted on the 
division of the Arab world. They counted on _ it 
when they unleashed the aggression, and, to a con- 
siderable extent, they are counting on it now 
when they are trying to drag out the process of 
eliminating the consequences of the aggression. 
The Soviet Union hails the efforts of the Uni- 
ted Arab Republic, the Syrian Arab Republic, 
the Democratic Republic of the Sudan and _ the 
Libian Arab Republic for strengthening joint ac- 
tion in the anti-imperialist struggle, and is confi- 
dent that the other countries of the Middle East 
will also make their contribution to strengthening 
Arab unity. 


Pravda, February 2, 1971 


Soviet Government's Statement of 
February 28, 1971 


The elimination of the consequences of Israel’s 
aggression and the attainment of a political  sett- 
lement in the Middle East continues to be one of 
the outstanding, burning international issues de- 
termining the general international situation. Re- 
cently fresh efforts were made to reach a Middle 
East settlement. But today the situation is again 
deteriorating, jeopardising the chances of obtain- 
ing a political settlement. This is what the Israel 
ruling quarters seem to desire. 

On Februray 21 this year the Israeli Govern- 
ment published an official statement to the effect 
that it would not withdraw its troops from oc- 
cupied Arab territory, and particularly from the 
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territory of the United Arab Republic, that Israel 
“will not retreat to behind the truce line of 
June 4, 1967.” 

The Israeli extremists never attempted to con- 
ceal their plans for conquest and their striving to 
retain the Arab territories occupied during the 
1967 aggression. But even so, the circumstances 
in which the Israeli Government made this state- 
ment make it particularly meaningful. 

A situation more favourable than ever for at- 
taining agreement on a political settlement—a sett- 
lement based on observing to the letter the well- 
known Security Council resolution of Novem- 
ber 22, 1967 by all the parties concerned—has been 
shaping up these last few weeks. The consistent 
policy pursued by the United Arab Republic play- 
ed a decisive role in bringing this situation about. 

The efforts by the UAR and a number of other 
Arab countries, supported by a great majority of 
the nations of the world, resulted in the resump- 
tion six weeks ago of the contacts between the UN 
Secretary-General’s special envoy, Dr. Gunnar 
Jarring, and the parties to the conflict. For the 
first time these contacts from the very beginning 
developed into discussions of the specific measu- 
res making up the complex of measures for reach- 
ing a political settlement. Despite the fact that 
part of their territory has been occupied by Israel 
for over three years now, the Arab countries, guid- 
ed by the desire to create a favourable atmosphere 
for the success of the talks, expressed readiness 
to continue observing the cease-fire. The UAR Go- 
vernment also proposed the resumption of inter- 
national navigation along the Suez Canal provided 
that Israel began to withdraw her troops from the 
Sinai Peninsula. 
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Such were the factors contributing to the deve- 
lopment of the contacts. On February 8, Dr. Jarr- 
ing, noting the potentialities shaping up for mak- 
ing progress in reaching a Middle East settlement, 
addressed the two parties to the conflict suggest- 
ing that they inform him of their readiness to as- 
sume the specific obligations concerning the two 
key questions involved in the political adjust- 
ment-the withdrawal of troops from the occupied 
territories and the peace terms to be established 
in the Middle East. 

The UAR’s position on these two questions was 
clear and positive. According to statements by 
UAR representatives, particularly those made in 
connection with the appeal by the UN special en- 
voy Dr. Jarring, the United Arab Republic was 
willing to conclude a peace treaty with Israel if 
the latter pledged to withdraw her troops from all 
the occupied territories and comply with the UN 
resolution concerning the Palestinian refugees. 
The UAR was prepared to have the peace treaty 
stipulate the obligations of both sides with regard 
to putting an end to the state of war; respect for 
each other's sovereignty, territorial integrity and 
political independence, recognition and respect of 
the right of each of the sides to live in peace 
within safe and recognised boundaries; and non- 
interference in each other's internal affairs. The 
UAR agreed to ensure freedom of navigation 
along the Suez Canal within the framework of the 
political settlement and in accordance with the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888, as well as 
free navigation along the Strait of Tiran in accor- 
dance with the standards of international law. 
Finally, the UAR accepted the idea of setting up 
demilitarised zones along both sides of the bor- 
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der, and of stationing UN forces in some regions 
for the maintenance of peace. 

The UAR Government's positive platform was 
welcomed with profound satisfaction by all who 
really wished for peace in the Middle East. Even 
the quarters far from sympathising with the Arab 
national-liberation struggle, with the United Arab 
Republic and the other Arab states that have taken 
the road of progressive development, had to grant 
that the position of the UAR both in its entirety 
and in details accorded with the programme of 
the political settlement worked out by the Secu- 
rity Council. The courageous and realistic stand 
strengthened the international prestige of the Uni- 
ted Arab Republic. It completely exposed the alle- 
gation by the enemies of the Arab national-libe- 
ration movement that the UAR was not ready to 
accept Middle East peace terms which would be 
fair to all, Israel included. 

It became evident that the talks had approached 
a decisive stage. Had the Israeli Government dec- 
lared it was ready to assume its part of the obli- 
gations in line with the political settlement, in- 
cluding the obligation with regard to the with- 
drawal of troops from all the occupied territories, 
there would have been a real turn to peace in the 
Middle East. 

But that was not to happen. In its statement of 
February 21 the Israeli Government actually gave 
a negative reply to the appeal of the Secretary- 
General's special envoy regarding the main ques- 
tion, upon which peace in the Middle East hinged, 
the question of the withdrawal of Israeli troops 
from all occupied Arab territories. Thus Israel has 
openly acted as an aggressor, once again de- 
monstrating to the world at large that she is not 
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going to give up her predatory aspirations and is 
not going so far as to scorn the United Nations 
and all peoples of the world. 

There is no secret as to what the Israeli Go- 
vernment hopes for in pursuing a course of frust- 
rating the political settlement and further aggra- 
vating the situation in the Middle East. It counts 
on support from the United States, which inva- 
riably encourages Israel’s aggressive policies with 
respect to the Arab countries, protects Israeli ex- 
pansionists in every way and supplied them with 
the latest type of arms. 

The American representatives have time and 
again come out with statements concerning their 
government's interest in reaching a Middle East 
settlement. But words do not tally with deeds in 
American politics. In words the United States 
stands for peace in the Middle East and for reach- 
ing a political settlement. In deeds, Israel conti- 
nues to be the instrument of American imperial- 
ism in frustrating the political settlement and 
creating new dangerous complications in the Mid- 
dle East. In words the US Government recognises 
the legitimate interests of the Arab states but in 
deeds it supports Israel’s aggressive policy. 

Consequently, the United States shares full res- 
ponsibility with Israel for the situation which is 
taking shape in the Middle East. It also shares 
the responsibility for Israel’s latest obstructionist 
step-refusal to withdraw its troops from the Arab 
territories and for the possible consequences it 
entails. 

The question is, what turn will the develop- 
ments in the Middle East take now? Every go- 
vernment and every responsible politician must 
fully realise that the alternative to a political set- 
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tlement in the Middle East is military conflict. 
Therefore the Soviet Government believes that at 
present it is especially important for all states in- 
terested in peace to work actively to prevent Israel 
and her backers from frustrating the cause of po- 
litical settlement. Such a settlement in the Middle 
East can be attained if the peace-loving states 
pool their efforts. 

However, if the Israeli rulers hope their po- 
licy of sabotage will enable them to achieve the 
goal that motivated the anti-Arab aggression in 
1967-to smash the Arab national-liberation move- 
ment and overthrow the progressive regimes in 
the UAR and other Arab countries—they should 
know that such hopes are futile. The Soviet Union, 
friend of the Arab peoples, is rendering them the 
necessary political and material assistance in their 
struggle to liberate the lands seized by the Israeli 
aggressors. And it will continue to render such 
assistance. 

The Soviet Government strives persistently for 
a political settlement of the Middle East conflict. 
It will continue to do everything in its power to 
enable the policy of peace to triumph in the present 
struggle between the forces of peace and the forc- 
es of aggression in the Middle East. 


Pravda, February 28, 1971 


From Report by CPSU Central Committee to 
24th Congress of CPSU Delivered 
by L. I. Brezhnev, General Secretary of CPSU CC, 
on March 30, 1971 


At the same time, comrades, imperialism is be- 
ing subjected to ever greater pressure by the for- 
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ces which have sprung from the national-liberation 
struggle, above all by the young independent and 
anti-imperialist-minded states of Asia and Africa. 

The main thing is that the struggle for national 
liberation in many countries has in practical terms 
begun to grow into a struggle against exploitative 
relations, both teudal and capitalist. 

Today, there are already quite a few countries 
in Asia and Africa which have taken the non-ca- 
pitalist way of development, that is, the path of 
building a socialist society in the long term. Many 
states have now taken this path. Deep-going so- 
cial changes, which are in the interests of the mas- 
ses of people, and which lead to a strengthening 
of national independence, are being implemented 
in these countries, and the number of these chang- 
es has been growing as time goes on. 

The offensive by the forces of national and so- 
cial liberation against domination by imperialism 
is expressed in various forms. Thus, in the coun- 
tries oriented towards socialism the property of 
the imperialist monopolies is being nationalised. 
This makes it possible to strengthen and develop 
the state sector, which is essentially an economic 
basis for a revolutionary-democratic policy. In a 
country like the United Arab Republic, the state 
sector now accounts for 85 per cent of total in- 
dustrial production, and in Burma, the state sector 
controls over 80 per cent of the extractive and 
almost 60 per cent of the manufacturing industry. 
New serious steps in nationalising imperialist pro- 
perty have been taken in Algeria. Many foreign 
enterprises, banks and trading companies have 
been handed over to the state in Guinea, the Su- 
dan, Somali and Tanzania. 

Serious steps have also been taken to solve the 
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land problem, which is complicated and has a 
bearing on the lot of many millions of peasants. 
Taking the past five-year period alone, important 
agrarian transformations have been carried out in 
the UAR and Syria, and have been started in the 
Sudan and Somalia. An agrarian reform has been 
announced for this year in Algeria. In the People’s 
Republic of Congo (Brazzaville), all the land and 
its minerals have been handed over into the 
ownership of the state. 

Needless to say, it is no easy thing to bring 
about a radical restructuring of backward social 
relations on non-capitalist principles, and in an 
atmosphere of unceasing attacks by the neo-colo- 
nialists and domestic reactionaries. This makes it 
all the more important that despite all these dif- 
ficulties the states taking the socialist orientation 
have been further advancing along their chosen 
path... 

The Middle East is another “hot spot” in world 
politics. 

The crisis which has arisen as a result of Is- 
rael’s attack on the UAR, Syria and Jordan has 
been one of the most intense in the development 
of international relations over the past period. 

Together with the fraternal socialist countries 
we did everything necessary to stop and condemn 
the aggression. We raised this question in the UN 
Security Council in the most resolute terms. An 
extraordinary session of the General Assembly 
was called on our demand. The USSR and other 
fraternal countries have broken off diplomatic 
relations with Israel, which has ignored the UN 
decision for a cease-fire. Our country has helped 
to restore the defence potential of the Arab states 
which were subjected to invasion, the UAR and 
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Syria in the first place, with whom our co-opera- 
tion has been growing stronger from year to year. 
The United Arab Republic recently came out 
with important initiatives. It announced its ac- 
ceptance of the proposal put forward by the UN 
special representative, Dr, Gunnar Jarring, and 
readiness to conclude a peace agreement with Is- 
rael once the Israeli troops are withdrawn from 
the occupied Arab territories. The UAR has also 
proposed steps to resume navigation along the 
Suez Canal in the very near future. Thus, the atti- 
tude of the Arab side provides a real basis for 
settling the crisis in the Middle East. The Israeli 
Government's rejection of all these proposals, and 
Tel Aviv’s now openly brazen claims to Arab 
lands clearly show who is blocking the way to 
peace in the Middle East, and who is to blame 
for the dangerous hotbed of war being maintained 
in that area. At the same time, the unseemly role 
of those who are instigating the Israeli extremists, 
the role of US imperialism and of international 
Zionism as an instrument of the aggressive impe- 
rialist circles, is becoming ever more obvious. 
However, Tel Aviv ought to take a sober view 
of things. Do Israel’s ruling circles really expect 
to secure for themselves the lands of others they 
have occupied and to go scot-free? In the final 
count, the advantages obtained by the invaders 
as a result of their piratical attack are illusory. 
They will disappear as mirages pass from view 
in the sands of Sinai. And the longer the delay 
in reaching a political settlement in the Middle 
East, the stronger will be the indignation of world 
public opinion, and the Arab peoples’ hatred of 
the aggressor and its patrons, and the greater the 
harm the Israeli rulers will inflict on their people 
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and their country. 

The Soviet Union will continue its firm support 
of its Arab friends. Our country is prepared to 
join other powers, who are permanent members 
of the Security Council, in providing international 
guarantees for a political settlement in the Middle 
East. 

Once this is reached, we feel that there could 
be a consideration of further steps designed for 
a military détente in the whole area, in particular, 
for converting the Mediterranean into a sea of 
peace and friendly co-operation. 

Pravda, March 81, 1971 


For a Just and Lasting Peace in Middle East 
Statement by the 24th Congress of the CPSU 


We who represent 14 million Soviet Commun- 
ists, expressing the will of the peoples of the So- 
viet Union, strongly condemn Israel's imperialist 
aggression against the Arab states conducted 
with US imperialist support and declare our fra- 
ternal solidarity with the courageous struggle of 
the Arab peoples for the elimination of the con- 
sequences of the Israeli aggression, for the 
triumph of the ideals of freedom, independence 
and social justice. 

The struggle of the peace-loving forces against 
the Israeli aggression has now entered a phase in 
which the expansionist aspirations of Israel’s rul- 
ing group and Zionist circles have been fully ex- 
posed. The international isolation of the Israeli 
aggressors and their patrons—the US imperialist 
circles who hypocritically declare their wish for 














peace but who, in effect, encourage the Israeli 
extremists—is becoming greater. 

The constructive stand of the Arab countries, 
primarily of the United Arab Republic, provides 
favourable conditions for the full implementation 
of the Security Council resolution of Novem- 
ber 22, 1967. 

The persistant refusal of the Israeli rulers to 
withdraw their troops from captured Arab territo- 
ries is an open challenge to world public opinion 
and the decisions of the United Nations. 

Therefore, it is the duty of all peace-loving 
forces to concert efforts in curbing the Israeli ag- 
gressors, force them to respect the universally ac- 
cepted standards of international life and the le- 
gitimate rights of the Arab states, and to withdraw 
their troops from captured Arab territories. 

The 24th Congress of the CPSU expresses its 
firm conviction that the attempts of the imperial- 
ists and their henchmen to impose their diktat on 
the peoples of the Arab countries, to subvert the 
progressive regimes in the Middle East and to 
defeat the national-liberation movement in that 
part of the world are doomed to failure. The le- 
gitimate rights and interests of all Arab peoples, 
including the Arabs of Palestine, will triumph. 

The Israeli aggressors will be compelled to get 
out of the Arab territories seized by them in 1967. 
The guarantee of this is the unbending will of the 
Arab peoples, their striving for independence, 
freedom, peace and social progress, their close al- 
liance with the peoples of the Soviet Union and 
those of the other socialist countries, with all anti- 
imperialist, peace-loving forces. 

The 24th Congress of the CPSU declares that, 
consistently pursuing the Leninist policy of inter- 
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national peace and friendship, the Soviet Union 
will continue to support the just cause of the Arab 
peoples who suffered from Israeli aggression, to 
support their efforts in regaining their violated 
rights, to secure a fair political settlement in the 
Middle East, and to protect the legitimate rights 
of the Arab people of Palestine. 

We call on all fraternal parties, on all peace- 
loving peoples and states to redouble their solida- 
rity with the peoples of the Arab countries and to 
render them active support in their struggle. 

For united action by all forces opposing impe- 
rialist aggression, for a just and lasting peace in 
the Middle East! 

Long live the inviolable Soviet-Arab friendship! 
May it go from strength to strength! 


Pravda, April 9, 1971 
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